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The Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, MAY 28, 1870. 
——_~>————_- 

THE MANIFESTO of the Common Law Judges against 
the High Court of Justice Bill—for it is nothing less— 
which will be found elsewhere in our columns, is doubt- 
less entitled to very grave consideration, but neverthe- 
less we most sincerely hope that Parliament will see fit 
almost utterly to disregard it. The general question in- 
volved has occupied so much of our attention lately that 
we do not propose to discuss the objections of the 
judges at any length; to do so would be, in effect, to 
repeat what we have already said respecting this and 
the sister bill; but we think it due to their Lordships 
not to let so weighty a document pass entirely without 
comment. 

The first resolution, if it be read literally, amounts to 
a postponement of all reform in this matter “ad Greecas 
Kalendas,” for certainly if we have to wait for “a care- 
ful consolidation of the common law and equity law ” 
with an “ express ” legislative “ provision as to‘what the 
law shall be in each particular instance,’ it is far 
within the mark to say that the great-grandchildren of 
the youngest barrister living will probably not live to 
see the High Court of Justice in active operation, When 
we read this resolution, we, for the first time, fully 
understood the full force of Lord Chief Justice Cock- 
burn’s remark that the judges had not thought the 
matter one requiring their immediate attention, because 
they had expected to get the New Palace of Justice first. 
It may, however, be, and we hope it is so, that this is 
not the true meaning of their Lordships, and that they 
only desire that the Legislature should clearly lay down 
a rule sufficient for the guidance of the judges whose 
duty it may be to declare the law “in each particular 
instance.” But if so, we think that the amended bill 
has complied with this resolution; and if we are right in 
reading it as enacting “that every right now lawfully 
existing either at law or in equity shall be enforceable 
as heretofore, and that every defence now properly rais- 
able at law or in equity shall be available as hereto- 
fore,”* save only that in any case of conflict of principle 
the rule which would now practically prevail shall be 
the one directly to govern the case (and we think that 
is precisely the effect of the bill), then all that the judges 
can reasonably require on this point is already laid down 
for them, and their first resolution, thus read, never can 
have any operation. Surely it is the province of the 
judges to declare “in each particular instance ” what is 
the law; if it be not, the whole process whereby 

“ Justice slowly broadens down 

From precedent to precedent” 
is strangely misconceived ; and if it be, surely all that 
can reasonably be asked of the Legislature is to lay down 
certain broad principles to guide the 2ourse of decision, 
where, and only where, it has shown a tendency to stray 
from the right path. This is precisely what seems to us 
to be done by the 13th section of the amended Bill. That 











* Ante p. 568. 





section is, perhaps, not very happily worded, and our 
attention has been called to a somewhat grotesque confa- 
sion in the tenses used in it; but to mere verbal criticism 
of this sort the judges have not condescended, and we do 
not at present intend to set them the example. 

The second resolution appears to us singularly unfortu- 
nate. It amounts to this, that the High Court of Justice 
should bean exclusively civil court, leavingall the existing 
divided and peculiar jurisdictions in criminal, and we 
presume revenue, matters; for what good end we know 
not. If it be desirable that one particular division should 
monopolise the Crown business the rules and orders can 
80 provide, and, indeed, the Act provides that these 
“ peculiars ” shall remain unless removed by general 
order. There may, perhaps, be some good ground for 
vesting the high prerogative jurisdiction in the High 
Court itself alone; but why an exceptional court should 
be kept alive to exercise this jurisdiction, its other func- 
tions being transferred to the High Court, or the Legis- 
lature should indissolubly attach it to one of the divi- 
sional courts, passes our comprehension. And yet,if the 
second resolution is to be carried out, one of these two 
courses must be taken. 

The third resolution relates to matter of taste merely. 
We have already expressed our adherence to the opposite 
view from that advocated by the judges, and are glad to 
see that all the law lords who have spoken on the point 
practically adopt our view. Indeed, we have reason to 
believe that the bill only provides for the present con- 
tinuance of the existing names in deference to what was 
mistakenly believed to be the opinion of Lord Cairns. 

We have already given our reasons for differing from 
their Lordships upon the fourth resolution, save in so far 
as it proposes to vest the power of making rules in the 
Court, and not in the Privy Council, with which we 
entirely agree. We quite agree with the judges that it 
is of the highest importance that trial by jury and oral 
evidence in open court should be retained in all proper 
cases; but we think that the judges are more likely to 
be able to say, pro re natd, what is a proper case than is 
Parliament to lay down indefeasible a priori rules on the 
subject. 

With the 5th and 6th resolutions, and the separate 
opinion of Mr. Justice Willes, we fully concur; but the 
alterations in the bill rendered necessary thereby would 
be neither vital nor complicated, and need not, if 
all other opposition were disarmed or withdrawn, im- 
peril the passing of the bill. 

The observations of the judges are, in effect, directed 
against the High Court of Justice Bill alone, and we 
must take this opportunity of reiterating our regret that 
the Appellate Jurisdiction Bill is not cut loose from the 
other and allowed to pass, as it would probably do, if alone, 
without serious opposition, without any farther delay. 





Mr. HisBert’s BIL to relieve clergymen who have 
got tired or disgusted with their calling, from civil dis- 
abilities, was read a second time on Wednesday morning. 
The debate upon the measure was not interesting, for 
there seemed a general unanimity of opinion that it 
was not worth while to tie a man down for life to a 
profession for which he admitted himself to have become 
unfit, The grievance complained of is now almost en- 
tirely political. For as to the trades and professions, 
they are open to a clergyman if he chooses to adopt any 
of them, without Parliamentary intervention. There is 
more than one “ clerical barrister.’”’ Butas wehavealready 
pointed out in this journal (ante p. 354) no ordained 
minister of the Church can sit in the House of Commons, 
After Horne Tooke’s election at the commencement of 
the century, an Act excluding priests and deacons was 
passed. Some say that it was declaratory; others that 
it introduced new law; but, however, that may be, it is, 
no doubt, an effectual barrier against any clergyman be- 
ing returned as a member of Parliament. He is as 





effectually disqualified as a woman. Now, there is really 
no good reason for maintaining this restriction, which would 
30 
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in all probability have never been solemnly enacted had 
Horne Tooke been less obnoxious to the powers which 
then were, and we are, therefore, not suprised that the 
House, generally speaking, took a favourable view of Mr. 
Hibbert’s proposal. If it should become law it will 
open a question as to the exclusion of Roman Ca- 
tholic priests, and the repeal of 41 Geo. 3, o. 63, 
might perhaps entail that of 10 Geo. 4, ©. 7, 8. 9, 
which excepts the Roman Catholic priests from the 
general scope of the Roman Oatholic emancipation. 
If it should once more become possible for the clergy to 
sit in the House of Commons, we shall have another 
singular instance of history repeating itself. All reform, 
we have been told on high authority, is reaction. We 
have recently returned, according to Mr. Homer- 
sham Cox, to our ancient parliamentary qualification in 
boroughs; and the permission to persons in holy orders, 
to sit in the House of Commons, will really be no more 
than a restitution to them of a right which they once un- 
questionably possessed. 





Mr. H. B. SHERIDAN has brought in a bill to 
“ protect the goods of lodgers against executions upon 
the property of the landlord.” The bill proposes to 
enact that no superior landlord shall be entitled 
to distrain for rent due by his immediate lessee or 
tenant on the furniture, goods, and chattels of any under- 
lessee, under-tenant, or lodger of such immediate lessee 
or tenant, unless the under-lessee, under-tenant, or 
lodger has in writing guaranteed the payment of such 
rent. If a superior landlord or lessee levies or threatens 
to levy, or authorises any person to levy or threaten to 
levy, a distress on the furniture, goods, and chattels of 
any under-lessee, under-tenant, or lodger for rent due, 
his immediate tenant or lessee, the under-tenant, under- 
lessee, or lodger is to serve on such landlord or person 
a statutory declaration to the effect that the immediate 
tenant or lessee has no interest in the furniture, goods, 
and chattels, but that such are the absolute property or 
in the possession of the under-lessee, under-tenant, or 
lodger. An inventory of the furniture, goods, and chat- 
tels is to be made, signed by the under-tenant, under- 
lessee, or lodger, and referred to in and annexed to the 
declaration. To sign an untrue inventory wilfully 
is to be a misdemeanour, and a landlord or his agent 
persisting in a distress after being served with a declara- 
tion and inventory is to be guilty of a misdemeanour, 
and be further liable to an action for damages. 

The scope of the bill is very comprehensive, taking in 
as it does not only lodgers in the ordinary acceptation of 
the term, but under-tenants and under-lessees. Where 
land is to let on a building lease the bill will, ifit be- 
comes law, practically prevent the landlord from dis- 
training for the ground rent unless the under-lessee has 
guaranteed the payment thereof in writing. It would, of 
course, be open to ground landlords to prohibit sub- 
letting without a licence, and to make a guarantee by 
the sub-tenant a condition of granting a licence. This 
would, however, interfere somewhat with the freedom of 
granting building leases, and the bill, were it to become 
law, would require some limitation of its operation in 
this direction. We believe, however, that the law as it 
now stands is preferable to that proposed by this mea- 
sure, 





IT APPEARS, FROM THE SECOND REPORT of the Digest 
of Law Commission, which we reprint elsewhere, that 
the three specimen digests of the Law of Bills of Ex- 
change, Mortgages, and Easements, on which Messrs. 
Macleod, Fisher, and Goddard have been engaged, are 
not destined for completion assuch, The Commissioners 
recommend that the magnum opus itself should be at 
once put in hand, the experiments abandoned, and the 
inchoate specimens built into the main work as “ mate- 
rials of considerable value.” Like Don Quixote, when 
engaged on the manufacture of his head-piece, the Com- 
missioners find the experiment too costly. The experi- 





ment, they say, has been useful, but they desire to pro- 
secute it no further, and to have the work set on foot at 
once, under the hands of the best men whom permanent. 
employment and high remuneration can tempt. Thus. 
the Commissioners verify almost word for word the 
predictions ventured by ourselves when first the speci 
men digest scheme was mooted.* The men to whom 
such a work is committed must be men of the very 
highest ability, and men acknowledged to be such. The 
work will have to be highly paid for or it will be of no. 
use. There ought to be no difficulty in fixing on and 
securing the workmen; the honour of completing such 
a task will at least be as great as that of an eleva- 
tion to the bench. One of the new Commissioners, Mr. 
Justice Willes, dissents from the report, because he pre- 
fers a code. One thing is clear, that as long as the 
piecemeal alteration of the law of property goes on year 
after year it will be impossible to bring out a digest of 
any permanent worth. 





WE BELIEVE that the Legal Education scheme of the 
committee on which Mr. Quain, Q.C., and others are en- 
gaged, is now virtually ready for issue, and may be ex- 
pected to be placed before the public almost immediately, 
The committee recommend a certain modification of the 
scheme formerly proposed by Mr. Jevons; and it is 
intended, as we have been informed, to introduce a bill 
before the end of the present parliamentary session. 
With the whole of the long vacation for consideration 
of whatever may be proposed we may fairly anticipate 
legislation on the matter next session. 





WE HAVE RECEIVED the following suggestions for re- 
organising the executive departments of the county 
courts. They have, we understand, been forwarded to 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Judicature 
Commission by an experienced county court officer. 
Some of the points have already been discussed in these 
eolumns :— 

1. “It is estimated that the public waste, at least, a mil- 
lion and a half of the printed forms supplied to them gratis. 
for issuing process. These forms cost about £600, which 
would be saved if a penny stamp were impressed on each 
form. These penny stamps would produce over £6,000: 
per annum, and if they were on sale at the post offices as 
well as at the courts’ offices, the convenience to the public 
would generally far more than counterbalance the penny 
outlay.” 

2. «The summonses should be served through the post, 
which would be a far more prompt mode of service than the 
present. The service might nearly always be made within 
two days of issue, while at present it is no uncommon oc- 
currence for weeks to intervene, the delay causing frequent 
loss to the suitors. The addition to post-office work would 
be inconsiderable, as there would be a summons to every 
four hundred letters, and the trouble to the postman would 
be about that of returning an undelivered letter; the post- 
man should sign an endorsement on the copy of the sum- 
mons, and that should be countersigned by the postmaster 
of the district. If the penalty of perjury were affixed to 
making a wilfully false return, the le; 8 
would be quite as good as it is nowin the same cases. 

3. “ Judgment-summonses, which are served personally, 
should be served by the police, as they know much more 
about the habits of the people, their in-comings and out- 
goings, than a county court bailiff can know, whose district 
even in a large town is measured by miles, and in some 
parts of the country by scores of miles; the 120,000 issued 
in a year distributed amongst the 26,000 policemen of 
England and Wales would be a very slight addition to their 
labours. With regard to arrests, if the duty were thrown 
upon the police each man would have at the rate of one in 
seven months, according to the last return. Arrests are 
likely to be fewer under the Debtors Act, 1869. The exes 
cution of 7. fas. is a much more important matter, but that 
the duty would be better performed by the police than it is 
at present will hardly be denied by persons intimately ace 
quainted with the working of the present system. The 


* 128. J. 161, 275. 
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saree wy now charged might go to some fund for the 

tt : 4 force generally 4 to form - addition = the 
wages of such as romana at i emselves for good conduct.” 

4. “The registrars should be reduced to one for each ju 

at the present maximum salary and should each have the 
management of all the courts on a circuit." They should, 
like the judges, devote themselves exclusively to their official 
duties. They would thus acquire far more extensive ex- 
—_ would be more useful to the public than at 


5. It is not easy to say, with anything like accuracy, what 
the actual saving would be to the country, but it might be 





taken at least as follows :— 
Printed forms saved...........0..ssseseeeeeees £600 
Penny stamps ...........2scscoeseeroncsscceses 6,000 
High bailiffs’ department abolished ...... 130,000 
Registrars’ department ...........0++ Yoete 20,000 
Total ... £156,600 


There are numerous small items to be added, such as the 
saving of about 300,000 forms of bailiffs’ affidavit of 
foreign service, a re-arrangement of the books of the courts, 
some of the information in which is repeated four or five 
times over, a better mode of supplying stationery, &c., 
&c., the whole of which in the aggregate offer an oppor- 
tunity for reductions of something like a quarter of a 
million sterling, with greater efficiency than at present. 
This would considerably exceed the annual Parliamentary 
vote for the support of the courts, and if applied to the 
abolition of the vote there would still remain a surplus. 
It would probably however be found more satisfactory to 
the public if part of the money were devoted to the re- 
duction of court fees, which might be lessened by one half 
(they are now about £350,000 per annum), and still leave 
a handsome surplus, either to go in reduction of the vote 
or to add to the salaries of policemen and postmen. With 
regard to displaced officials, the Post Office and the 
police service could soon absorb the greater part of them, 
and it would probably be desirable in some instances to pay 
a bonus for loss of office.” 





THE SEPARATE ESTATE OF A WIFE. 
No, I. 

A wife’s “ separate estate ” is the creature of the Court 
of Equity, the common law not recognising her as pos- 
sessing any property separately from her husband. It 
seems to have been formerly thought that a trustee was 
necessary to the creation of a separate estate. Lord 
Thurlow would appear to have entertained that idea 
from his language in the leading case of Hulme v. 
Tenant (1 Bro. 0. C, 16,1 Wh. & Tu. L, ©.). But it has 
long been settled that property may be constituted the 
separate estate of a married woman without a trustee 
being interposed by the settlor; if necessary, the Court 
of Equity declares the husband trustee. Thus in Bennet 
v. Davis (2 P. W. 316), where one devised land in fee to 
his married daughter for her separate use without 
appointing trustees, The Master of the Rolls (Jekyll) 
held it a resulting trust in the husband, and so 
the land was preserved to the wife in spite of the hus- 
band’s bankruptey. And if personalty be given to the 
wife’s separate use without a trustee, and payment be 
made to her husband, he will be held a trustee for the 
wife. Lord Eldon, in Rich v. Cockell (9 Ves. 369), ob- 
served that a gift by a wife to her husband of her sepa- 
rate property is not to be inferred except on clear evi- 
dence; and, on the other hand, that as against the hus- 
band, an agreement to treat some gift made to the wife 
as separate estate is not to be presumed but on good evi- 
dence. Implications arising from their respective acts 
are not to be pressed against either husband or wife. 
But, to use the words of Vice-Chancellor Stuart, inter- 
preting, in Gardner v. Gardner (1 Giff. 180), the drift 
of Lord Eldon’s decision in Rich v. Cockell: “ when 
there is sufficient evidence to show an intention on the 
part of the wife that the husband should employ the 
money for his own use or for the family expenditure, as 
he may think proper, the assent of the wife to such 
application of the money must put an end to the trust 
for her separate use.” 





Vice-Chancellor Kindersley laid it down in. Blatchford 
v. Woolley (2 Dr. & Sm. 206, 11 W. BR. 478) that though 
“ personal property may be settled as to the carpus upon 
a married woman,” “‘ real estate cannot; the fee simple 
cannot be settled to the separate use of a married woman; 
only a life estate in real property can be so settled.” This 
view is inconsistent with some of the older authorities— 
eg., With Bennet v. Davis (sup.), and, since Taylor v. 
Meads (34 L. J. N.S. Ch. 206), must be rejected as not law. 

Not only is the wife’s separate estate, whether it con- 
sist of realty or personalty, protected from the disposition 
and the liabilities of the husband, but the wife may her- 
self deal with it as though she were a feme sole (Pea- 
cock v. Monk, 2 Ves. 190). Thus she may deal with it 
inter vivos by will, as though she were unmarried. It 
had, indeed, been much doubted, until the last ten years, 
whether a married woman could dispose of the inherit- 
ance of land settled in fee to her separate use, otherwise 
than by a deed acknowledged as directed by the Fines 
and Recoveries Act. Vice-Chancellor Kindersley had 
held in Blatchford v. Woolley (sup.) that the wife “ can- 
not deal with it, except by a deed acknowledged under 
the statute; she cannot devise it; the fee will descend 
to her heirs.” And Lord Romilly, in Lechmere v. 
Brotheridye (32 Beav. 353, 11 W. R. 814) held the same. 
This position however, has been decisively overruled by 
Lord Westbury, in Taylor v. Meads (supra), and the 
investigation which is there given of the point is so very 
clear that we extract the passage in its entirety:— 


‘* With regard to the ordinary equitable estate belonging 
to a feme covert—for example, where lands are given to 
trustees in fee upon trust for a married womaa and her 
heirs, or for a single woman in fee, who afterwards marries 
—equity follows the law, and preserving the analogy be- 
tween legal and equitable estates, ires that the equit- 
able estate of the married woman shall be dealt with inter 
vivos in the same manner as a legal estate; and in like 
manner an estate of this nature cannot be devised by a feme 
covert, for the incapacity to make a will of lands by the 
14th section of the Statute of Henry 8 in this respect, is not 
removed by the 1 Vict. ec. 26; but the interest created by 
the separate use is the creature of the Court of Equity, to 
which there is nothing correspondent at law, and which 
would be deprived of its character if it were made subject 
to a form of alienation that proceeds upon the basis of the 
existence of control and interest in the husband, and per- 
sonal disabilility in the wife. The violence thus done by 
courts of equity to the prineiples and policy of the common 
law as to the status of the wife during coverture is very re- 
markable, but the doctrine is established and must be con- 
sistently followed to its legitimate consequences.” 


It must now be regarded as finally settled, that where 
land has been given to a wife’s separate use she may 
dispose of the inheritance by deed inter vivos, unacknow- 
ledged, and may also devise it by will; though practi- 
cally, of course, her power of disposal is curtailed by 
the “restraint against anticipation,’ which was devised 
by Lord Thurlow, and first used by him in a settlement of 
which he was a trustee (See Parkes v. White, 11 Ves. 221). 

Where there is no restraint on anticipation, the wife 
may not only dispose of her separate estate by will or 
direct alienation inter vives, but she may also render it 
chargeable by means of her debts and engagements. On 
this head, the courts of equity are very frequently called 
upon to decide whether or no in some particular case a 
wife’s separate estate is to be held liable to some debt or 
obligation. It will be borne in mind that the Court of 
Equity cannot, any more than a court of common law, 
proceed against a married woman in persunam, in respect 
of her engagement ; it only proceeds in rem, by laying its 
hand upon the property. Lord Thurlow ruled in 
Hulme v. Tenant (sup.) thatthe general engagements of a 
married woman shall operate upon her personal property 
and upon the rents and profits of her real property as 
they arise, but that the Court cannot seize on the corpus 
of the property where it is real estate, and by sale or 
mortgage raise the money required to meet the general 
engagements. That is still the law; and in Nantes v. 
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Corrock (9 Ves.,189), Lord Eldon refused to give execution 
against stock where there was no lien on the stock co 
nomine. Now, however, that by 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110,s. 11, 
atock is liable to execution, it is apprehended that, like 
other descriptions of personal property, it may be appro- 
priated to meet general engagements. 

We said just now that the Court of Equity acts only 
in rem on the separate property, and not in personam as 
against the married woman herself. It is observed in 
the very valuable notes appended in White & Tudor to 
Hulme v. Tenant, that the courts of common law 
who to acertain extent recognise this species of pro- 
perty, have gone much further, inasmuch as ‘‘ when the 
husband and wife are taken in execution, if there be 
no collusion between the husband and the plaintiff, the 
wife will be detained if she have separate estate; but if 
she has no separate estate she will ordinarily be dis- 
charged. Of course, since the Act of last session neither 
the wife nor her husband can be taken in execution. 

A married woman is under disability, both at law and 
in equity, as regards contracting: she cannot contract so 
as to give a remedy against her in personam (Aylett v. 
Ashton, 1 My. & Cr. 111), but she can contract so as to 
bind her separate property, because quoad that she can 
deal as though she were a feme sole. She may bind it, 
for instance, by agreeing to sell or charge it. In 
Hulme v. Tenant the husband and wife had entered into 
a joint bond, and it was held to bind her separate pro- 
perty. 

This brings us to the question—one which very fre- 
quently arises in practice—how far isa married woman’s 
separate property bound by her general engagements?— 
i.e., by liabilities incurred by her not in express contem- 
plation of her separate property ? 

. The authorities on this question were very ably summed 

up by Lord Justice Turner in Johnson v. Gallagher (3 D. 
F. & J. 515, 9 W. R. 506), which is the governing case. 
There a wife living apart from her husband, and having 
separate estate, went in debt for goods supplied to her in 
atrade which shecarriedon. The creditors filing a bill to 
make her separate estate available, Lord Justice Knight 
Bruce said that the fact that she bought the goods when 
a married woman, living apart from her husband, who, a 
stranger to the purchase, was not liable wholly or in 
part for the goods—was, whether the sellers were aware 
or unaware that she had separate property, insufficient 
to charge her on it. But Lord Justice Turner, in a very 
masterly review of the authorities, held that under such 
a circumstance the separate property would be bound. 
It was once thought that the principle on which the 
courts of equity gave a remedy to the wife's separate 
creditors against her separate property was the regard- 
ing the incurring of the obligation asin the nature of 
an sppointment in favour of the creditor. Lord Cotten- 
ham went far to show the fallacy of this when, in Omens 
v. Dickenson (Cr. & Ph. 53), he observed that if that 
were so, the creditors would rank in priority of date 
whereas they were paid pari pussu. The doctrine of 
appointment is long exploded, the real principle being 
that pointed out by Sir G. Turnerin Johnson v. Gallager: 
the Court “ gives execution against the property, just as 
a court of law gives execution against the property of 
any other debtor.” But we have already reached 
the limits of a single article, and must defer the re- 
mainder of what we have to say until another week. 








The salary of the Town Clerk of Wakefield, has been ad- 
vanced from £300 to £350 per annum. 

Sir Adam Bittleston, of the Madras Bench, left India on his 
retirement from the Bench, on the 2nd April. He was born 
in 1817, and was called to the Bar at the Inner Temple in 
1841, after which he practised on the Midland Circuit. He 

asa revising barrister in 1850, and was appointed a 
— — the yg e “—o “4 Madras in 1858, when he was 
ig ; n June, 2, he was reappointed to the High 
Court of Judicature, then newly outel” Having served for 
the reacribed in India, he now retires on a ion, and 
will be succeeded by Mr. James Kernan, Q.C., of the Irish Bar. 

















RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 


Betting DEBTS IN THE PRESENT STATE OF THE 
Law. 


Bubb v. Yelverton, M.R., 18 W. R. 512. 


In deciding this case the Master of the Rolls did not 
think it necessary to express any opinion as to whether 
bonds to secure money lost on bets on horse-races are 
good or not. Horse-races seem to have become a matter 
of public interest in the reign of James I. (Oliphant on 
Horses, p. 357), and the earliest Act relating to them ig 
the 16 Car. 2, c. 7 (1664), which provided, amongst other 
things, that securities given for moneys lost at horse- 
racing were to be void. The Act 9 Anne, c. 14, enacted 
that all notes, bills, bonds, judgments, mortgages, or 
other securities or conveyances where the consideration 
was for money won by gaming or betting on the sides or 
hands of persons gaming were to be void. Horse-racing 
is nowhere mentioned in this Act, and as a penal Act, 
one would have expected it to receive a strict construc- 
tion. It was, however, held in Blaxton v. Pye (1 Wils. 
309) that this Act did extend to securities given for 
money lost on bets on horse-races. The Act 5 & 6 Will, 
4, c. 41, repealed so much of the Act of Anne as made 
void any note, bill, and mortgage given under such cir- 
cumstances, and rendered such securities voidable only, 
enacting that such securities should not be deemed void, 
but to have been given for an illegal consideration. The 
omission of bonds from the last mentioned Act is notice- 
able; but in Hawker v. Hallewell (4 W. BR. 585, 3 Sm, & 
Giff. 194) there is a dictum of the Vice-Chancellor to 
the effect that bonds are within the equity of the Act of 
Will. 4, the preamble of which includes securities of 
every kind, and the reason given for the omission of the 
word “bonds” is, that the object of the Act being to 
give a remedy at law to bond fide holders without notice, 
who can sue in their own names, it was needless to in- 
clude bonds, because a bond ean only be sued on by the 
holder in the name of the obligee. The distinction 
between a void bond and a bond given for an illegal 
consideration is material (Gye v. Felton, 4 Taunt. 876). 

The Act 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, now in force, repeals 16 
Car. 2,c. 7,and so much of 9 Anne, c. 14,11 Anne (I) (the 
Irish Act) as was not repealed by 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 41, and 
by section 18 (1) declares the contract for the bet void; 
(2) prevents the winner from bringing his action to 
recover the amount of the bet from the loser; and (3) 
prevents the winner from suing the stakeholder. Since 
this statute betting is not illegal, and may be practised 
to any extent without any penalty being incurred. 

In Hill v. Fou (7 W. R. 263, 4 H. & N. 359) the de- 
fendant had lost bets to the plaintiff on the result of a 
horse-race, and he applied to the plaintiff to lend him 
£2,000. The plaintiff lent him that sum upon the secu- 
rity of a deed, whereby the defendant covenanted to pay 
the sum lent and assigned certain policies as a security. 
The plaintiff afterwards brought his action on the 
covenant, to which the defendant pleaded that part of 
the consideration was a gaming debt, and the Court of 
Exchequer Chamber held that the judge had rightly 
directed the jury that, if they thought the deed was 
given in pursuance of an agreement that the plaintiff 
should be paid out of the money, then the deed was void; 
secus if there was no such agreement, and the plaintiff 
advanced the money for the defendant to dispose of as 
he pleased, though plaintiff expected to be paid out of 
the sum so lent. These contracts cannot be sued on, 
but they are not illegal. In Rosewarne v. Billing (12 
W. R. 104) the Court of Common Pleas held, on the 
authority of Jessop v. Lutwyche (10 Ex. 614), and Knight 
v. Cambers (15 0. B. 562), that where a man has lost a 
bet to another, and he requests a third person to pay it 
for him, and he does so, the party so paying can sue for 
the money. Bubb v. Yelverton was decided solely on 
the ground that the forbearance of the Marquis of 
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Hastings’ ring creditors, and consequent avoidance of 
being posted as a defaulter and turned out of the 
Jockey Club, was a sufficient consideration for the bond. 
Had it been necessary to decide whether the bond was good 
ander the Act or not, the decision Would probably, 
on the authority of the foregoing cases, have been in 
the affirmative, unless the Court should have been of 
opinion that the transaction was colourable. 


HUSBAND OF CESTUI QUE TRUST APPOINTED NEW 
TRUSTEE, 
Re Hattatt’s Trusts, M. R., 18 W. R. 416. 

It is often so difficult to find a person who is fit and 
will consent to be appointed a new trustee, that we call 
attention to this case. The proposed trustee in the case 
before us was the husband of one of the cestui que trusts. 
The Master of the Rolls will not in general appoint a 
person nearly connected with the cestui que trusts 
( Wilding v. Bolden, 21 Beav. 222), for the reason that the 
closer the connection between trustee and cestui que trust 
the more likely is it that the trustee will be induced to 
eommit a breach of trust. But in the present case, the 
eestui que trusts being all of age, and consenting, the 
husband was appointed on his undertaking, if he 
should become sole trustee, to apply forthwith for the 
appointment of a new trustee to act with him, who 
must, of course, be one unconnected with the family. 





COMMON LAW. 


EVIDENCE TO EXPLAIN WILL—CoNsTRUCTION—“ My 
NEPHEW, JOSEPH GRANT.” 
Grant v. Grant, C.P., 18 W. R. 576. 

The point in this case has already been decided by 
Lord Penzance in the Court of Probate, but it came be- 
fore the Court of Common Pleas in the form of an action 
of ejectment, and the question was again argued, and 
the decision was the same as that given by Lord Pen- 
zance, 

The question was as to the admissibility of verbal 
evidence to explain a will. A testator had devised land 
to and named as his executor “my nephew, Joseph 
Grant.” At the testator’s death there was the plaintiff, 
Joseph Grant, the son of @ brother of the testator, and 
the defendant Joseph Grant, who was the son of a 
brother of the testator’s wife. The plaintiff argued that 
evidence was not admissible to show that by “my 
nephew ” the testator meant his wife’s nephew. 

Lord Penzance held that this evidence was admissible, 
on the ground that the word “ nephew ” in popular use 
is often employed to designate a son of a wife's brother or 
sister, and that there was consequently a latent ambiguity 
in the will which might be removed by verbal evidence, 
and that such evidence merely explained, and did not con- 
tradict, the will. 

The Court of Common Pleas have now decided the 
same way and upon the same grounds. They have, how- 
ever, also added another reason. They held the evidence 
to be admissible, not only because in its popular meaning 
the word “ nephew ” applies toa son of a wife’s brother, 
but also because the testator was found to have been in 
the habit of calling the defendant his nephew. They 
say, ‘‘ We are of opinion that evidence may be given of a 
testator having been in the habit of using expressions in 
aparticular sense,” and as “it distinctly appears from 
the case that the testator was in the habit of calling the 
defendant his nephew, and as his name was Joseph 
Grant, he would in this view also answer the description 
in the testator’s will of “my nephew, Joseph Grant.” 





The salary of the stipendiary magistracy of the Potteries 
district, which has become vacant by the appointment of Mr. 
J. BE. Davis to be stipendiary saguinete of Sheffield, has 
hitherto been £800 a year; but an amended Act is now being 
applied for, in which power is given to raise it to £1,000 per 
annum. 











COURTS. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 20. —Weir v. Freshfield. 

This was an appeal from the Lords Justices affirming 
a decision of the Sector of the Rolls. The object of the 
suit was to set aside a deed of compromise under which a 
breach of trust (consequent on the ¢ e of a fund from 
the Three per cent. Consols into Navy Five cent. 
annuities which were subsequently reduced to Three per 
cent. annuities) had been made good out of another fund 
settled on trusts in favour of the aunts of the appellant. 

The defendant to the bill was the late Mr. Freshfield, 
solicitor (Freshfields & Newman), who, it was alleged, had 
obtained the compromise by keeping back certain particulars 
from the appellant. 

Appellant in person. 

The Lorp CHancELtor (without calling on the respon- 
dent) said the appeal must be dismissed with costs. He 
had never seen a more frivolous complaint of fraud, and 
—* that such charges should have been made so 
lightly. 

Lord Carrns said he had never seen an appeal which 
appeared to be more unfounded, and he could only express 
great regret that it should have been brought before their 
Lordships. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
LaMBETH. 
N.B.—The case of Dover v. Reed, reported by us ante 
p. 593, was heard by Mr. Cust, the Deputy-Judge, and not 
by Mr. Pitt Taylor. ; 








APPOINTMENTS. 


We announced in our last issue the retirement from the 


| profession of Mr. Wm. H. G. Jones, who had for many 
| years carried : 
| City. We are requested to state that the practice will still 


on business as a solicitor, in Crosby-square, 


be continued in Crosby-square by Mr. Wm. H. Gatty 
Jones, the son of the above-named gentleman, who has 
succeeded his father. 


Mr. Gorpon Wurtsreap, barrister-at-law, has been ap- 


| pointed Judge of the Clerkenwell County Court (Circuit 


No. 41), in succession to the late Mr. H. R. B we, 
Q.C. Mr. Whitbread was educated at Brasenose College, 
Oxford, where he graduated M.A. in 1836; he was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 1840, and has prac- 
tised at the Chancery bar for many years. In 1868 he was 
appointed principal secretary to the present Lord Chan- 
cellor. 


Mr. AtuEtstaN Harvey Boys, solicitor, of Margate, has 
been appointed Coroner of that borough, in suecession to 
his father, Mr. J. H. Boys, who has resigned on account of 
ill-health. Mr. A. H. Boys was certificated in Michaelmas 
Term, 1861, and is also clerk to the Cinque Ports and 
borough justices. 

Mr. Wriu1am Harvay Wuisron, solicitor, of Derby, has 
been appointed Deputy Coroner for the county of ~ 


His er, Mr. William Whiston, is the Coroner. 
W. H. Whiston was certificated in 1865. 

Mr. Joun Buick, solicitor, of Droitwich, Worcestershire, 
has been appointed Clerk to the county magistrates for the 
Droitwich petty sessional division, which office was ren- 
dered vacant by the resignation of Mr. John Curtler. 

Mr. Georce Epwarp Sxar.anp, solicitor, of Gravesend, 
and Town Clerk of that borough, has been ogee’ (by 
Mr. J. J. Lonsdale, County Court Judge), to be Registrar 
of the Gravesend County Court, in succession to the late 
Mr. F. Southgate. Mr. Sharland was certificated 1839, 
and, besides the Town Clerkship, he holds the office of Clerk 
of the Peace. 

Mr. Cruement Taytor, solicitor, of Norwich, has been 
appointed (by Sir R. J. Buxton, High Sheriff of Norfolk), 
to be Under-Sheriff for the county, in succession to Mr. 
Henry Heffill, deceased. Mr. Taylor was certificated in 
1839. 

Mr. Davin Warp, solicitor, of King’s Lynn, Norfolk, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of Sewers for 
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the Fens and Lowlands in thé county of Norfolk, Mr. 
Ward was admitted in 1858, and is also clerk to the borough 
justices, and to the Commissioners of Taxes for the Lynn 
district. 

Mr. Jawzs Bryce has been appointed Professor of Civil 
Laws in the University of Oxford, in the place of Sir 
Travers Twiss, her Majesty’s Advocate- General, resigned. 

Mr. Joun Puitre Green, of the Bombay bar, has been 
appointed to act as a Puisne Judge of the High Court of 
Bombay, during the absence of Sir Charles Sargent, who 
has obtained leave of absence for twelve months. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Nonsvurrs ux THE County Courts. 
Sir,—Speaking from my own experience I should say 
that the question whether a plaintiff is to be nonsuited or 
judgment is to be entered for the defendant, depends in 
most cases on the judge. When the plaintiff is represented 
by an attorney, it is, of course, left to the attorney to decide 
which course he will elect to take, as a plaintiff cannot be 
nonsuited against his will. But in cases where the plaintiff 
has no b piers my adviser, the judge has to act as his coun- 
sel and decide the point for him. If the action is a 
trumpery or improper action, and breaks down on the 
merits, the judge will probably think it for the interest of 
the ned to submit to a judgment, so as to put an end to 
the litigation, If, however, he thinks it a case where the 
plaintiff ought to have another opportunity of trying his 

i hts, as for example, in cases of ejectment where the plain- 
s case fails from defect of evidenee—he will peovably 
direct a nonsuit to be entered. 


May 21. A County Court Jupez. 





Fierrrious Law Fries, 

Sir,—Is there not some power vested in the Incorporated 
Law Society or elsewhere, whereby an attorney may be re- 
strained from adding the mysterious words “and company” 
to his signature and door-plate, when it is well known that 
there is not any admitted attorney in his office or associated 
with him in business? I need not ify the dangers and 
the scandals which may result to the public and to the pro- 
fession from this most reprehensible proeedure, now that the 
new Bankruptcy Act is in operation, and that class of prac- 
titioners who formerly attended to the under-current of 
bankruptcy business are at large and at liberty to coalesce 
openly with those erous classes who 80 freely plundered 
insolvent estates under the old laws of bankruptcy and 
insolvency. INTEGRITY. 

Manchester, May 24. 





Marriuace with a Deceaszp Wire's SIsTER. 
Sir,—As in two successive issues of your valuable paper 
you have coupled with your approval of the proposed 
alteration in the existing law the expression of your opinion 
that the change should not comprise a re tive enact- 
ment, permit me to recall the fact that Lyndhurst’s 
Act of 1835, which for the first time specially prohibited 
these alliances, had a retrospective operation, its Fo gg 
one in fact to legitimise the present Duke of 
But on general grounds, would it not be an anomaly if 
a Legislature, per these marriages to be not contrary 
to the law of God and, therefore, not to be forbidden by the 
law of man, should refuse to legalise them in the past? 
—particularly when it is remem that their positive 
lity (notwithstanding Lord Lyndhurst’s Act) was not 
established till the decision of the House of Lords in the 
case of Brook y. Brook in 1861, prior to which it was the 
opinion of several of the most eminent lawyers that the 
ee would apply to such marriages contracted 


A penalty may be inflicted for a broken law, but not in 
of «law condemned by eonscience, public opinion, 
subsequent ; and in this instance it is not 


spring that the 

For the above reasons, while cordially with you 
in thinking that the time has arrived when this unwarranted 
restriction—the history of which is a disgrace to our -_ 
lation—should be removed, I venture respectfully to 





from you in this respect, that I think it is a clear case for 

making the Act retrospective to 1835, with all proper 

provisions, of course, for saving vested and — = 
. W. 


[We hold that marriage with a deceased wife’s sister 
ought not to be forbidden for the future ; but since it has, 
in fact, been forbidden in the t, we consider that the 
line should be drawn at the date of the amending Act. 
We believe that the upholding and enforcing the sanctions 
of the law so long as they exist, is conducive not only to 
the due respect of our laws gasally, but to the amendment 
of such as stand in need of alteration ; and we disapprove 
of anything oe to tempt people to overdraw their 
accounts with the law in the hope that afterwards the 
Legislature may interpose to wipe out the score.—Ep. S. J.] 





Marriep Women’s Separate Estate. 

Sir,—Will any of your correspondents answer the follow- 
ing question? 

A married woman living apart from her husband (not by 
deed or any legal separation), and having separate settled 
estate, but without power of anticipation, wishes to borrow 
money, and can procure two sureties who will unite with 
her in a joint and several bond. 

Is there any objection to such a loan, and if so will you 
refer to a case or authority on the point ? 

B., A SUBSCRIBER AND ConsTANT READER. 

May 21. 





Stamp Duty on Leaszs Bit. 

Sir,—We are informed at the Stamp Office that all leases 
granted in consideration of previous repairs (though pro- 
perly repairs are distinct from improvements) are considered 
subject to the thirty-five shilling duty. We think it worth 
while to call attention to this while the bill is awaitin, 
committee, for, if it passes as it stands, all such leases (an 
they are almost universal on London estates) may require 
the extra ten shilling stamp. Indeed “improvements,” 
substantial or otherwise, is a very vague and objectionable 
expression, and might or might not apply to the most or- 
dinary covenants. It would be far better either to abolish 
the duty altogether, or to say plainly that draft leases shall 
be subject to it. Scappine & Son. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

May 20.—Colonial Judges.—Earl Grey presented a peti- 
tion from Singapore, praying for greater security of judi- 
cial independence. It was not a matter of complaint that 
the judges were removable by the Secretary of State, but 
that the Governors should have the power of suspending 
them.—Earl Granville explained that in cases both of re- 
movals and suspensions there was almost always a hearing 
before the Privy Council. Being desirous of getting the 
best advice on this subject, he had sought and obtained a 
memorandum from the Privy Council. He cited the fol- 
lowing opinion of Dr. Lushington, given in that memoran- 
dum ey entertain no doubt in my own mind that the most 
efficacious means of ing, and productive of the least 
evil consequences, is that the governors of the colonies 

ively should be entrusted with the power of investi- 
geting any alleged charges against the judges, and, if in 
heir opinion need be, of suspending them; of course all 
the ings, and the evidence upon which they act, 
mitted without delay to the Colonial Office, 
and, if need be, her Majesty will be advised to remit the 
case to the consideration of the Privy Council. I appre- 
fuk vagatonase of sach's cian. I tial thes the poapeiety 
such @ case. i t ropriety 
of the colonial governor being invested with this _ 
great as it is, would be more apparent if con with 
— ig hed 7 woding than that suggested,” 
Poor Relief Metropolis Bill was read a second time. 


May 23.—Zhe Greek Massacre.—Lord Carnarvon called 
to this subject, and Earl Clarendon said that until 
the inquiry now in was finished the Gov: 
not decide on their action. Every precaution w 
to prevent a failure of justice, 
Attorneys and Solicitors’ Remuneration Bill.—-The 
uis of Salisbury moved the second reading.—Losd 
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Cairns said that the principle of the bill might be applied 
with advan to large classes of business transactions, and 
in operation it would be beneficial to the public as well as to 
solicitors ; but whether it should be applied to all classes of 
business was a question that might very well be discussed 
in committee.—The Lord Chancellor said there were clauses 
of the bill which would require careful consideration, and 
he pointed them out to the promoters when he was asked by 
them to support the bill as a whole. The points raised 
were matters for consideration in committee, and he saw no 
reason why the bill should not be read a second time.—The 
bill was then read a second time. 

The Poor Relief (Metropolis) Bill passed through com- 

ittee 


mi ° 

The Railways (Powers and Construction) Bill.—The Earl 
of Kimberley moved the second —e of the bill. It 
related to the power of the Board of Trade in making orders 
for the construction of railways, for the extension of time, 
and for internal management. The proviso that those orders 
should not be enforced unless the landowners were all con- 
senting parties would be retained, but at present great in- 
convenience arose from the proviso that if a railway or canal 
company lodged notice of opposition the Board should sus- 
pend further proceedings. The bill, therefore, proposed 
that, notwithstanding such notice, the Board should have 
power to examine into the matter, and make a provisional 
order thereupon, which would come before Parliament, like 
fishery, pier, and harbour orders, for confirmation. This 
uaskere was only resorted to in the case of small lines, 
where the Mc omy of a private bill could not be borne. The 
bill also enabled the Board to permit deviations from the 
broad or narrow gauge at present obligatory, for in short 
lines with oe. —- a narrower gauge might be ex- 
pedient.—The bill was read a second time. 

The Norwich Voters’ Disfranchisement Bill was read a 
second time. 

The Irish Church Act (1869) Amendment Bill (by Lord 
Redesdale was withdrawn. 

The Poor Relief (Metropolis) Bill was read a third time 


and passed. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

May 20.—The Privilege of Ambassadors —The Greek Mas- 
sacre.—Sir R, Palmer said there was an undertaking given 
to all other countries by all states pretending to civilisation 
that the principles of civilised government should be Jond 
Jide and effectively established for the protection of foreign 
travellers, and more especially that foreigners should be 
protected from being the subjects of exceptional outrage 
because they were foreigners, and because they were persons 
travelling in the enjoyment or expected enjoyment of the 
hospitality of a friendly state. But ambassadors were a 
class with respect to whom nag an of even more uni- 
versal importance applied. e principles on which that 
part of the public law was founded were so sacred and so 
important for all the communications of nations, that no 
nation held a higher duty, either to itself or to other 
nations, than to vindicate them upon every proper occasion, 
and their application in this particular case was exceedingly 
plain. The doctrine of inviolability of ambassadors applied 
to all those who were members of the legation of which 
ambassadors and ministers were at the head, and the secre- 
taries in this case partook in the fullest degree of the right 
of protection which belonged to that character. He cited 
Vattel. ‘The inevitable conclusion was—first, that if from 
afailure in the performance of the general obligation of 

rotecting foreigners a blow fell on those for whom the 

th not of the sovereign merely but of the whole nation 
was specially pledged, that was an aggravation, a difference 
in kind as well asin degree, of crime, which would under 
any circumstances have been committed, and a great 
aggravation on the part of the state that noglected 
those precautions and those duties of government 
which ought to have been sufficient to shield even the 
Meanest subject ofa foreign state from such an ou }. 
Also if any subject of a state to which the am or 
was credited had offered any violence, indignity, or wrong 
to that ambassador, it became the imperative duty of the 
state to use all its resources, and not to abstain from any 
Means whatever which could — be used to deliver the 
person to whom the publio faith was so solemnly pledged 
the condition of jeopardy in which by such outrage he 
Was placed, This dootrino did not mean that the state to 
which the ambassador came guaranteed him against all the 





ordinary eccurrences of life; but that the faith of the na- 
tion was pledged to him to give him every possible protec- 
tion against wrong or outrage, and to give him redress, and 
to deliver him if that wrong had been done. In this case 
they had to deal with an outrage of a most extra- 
ordinary and shocking kind upon British subjects entitled 
te the protection of a friendly state, and not having received 
in due measure that protection, an outrage trated 
under unprecedented circumstances upon those to whom the 
public faith of the Greek nation was absolutely pledged, 
and to assist whom they should not have omitted 
to do anything that could by any human possi- 
bility have been done on the part of that nation, 
and the people and government of that country. It 
was perfectly plain that, by the exercise of a little sound 
judgment and common sense the lives of those tlemen 
might have been saved. The enormous ransom demanded 
—£25,000—would have been paid; and he wished the Greek 
Government had at once intimated their readiness to pay 
the money, for that they would have to pay it in the 
was a matter beyond all doubt. After going in detail 
through the facts, he concluded by asking whether the 
Government were able to state to the House what measures 
had been or would be taken to obtain from the Greek 
Government such satisfaction for this unprecedented outrage 
as her Majesty was entitled to claim according to the law of 
nations, and to insure due protection for the future for the 
lives of the diplomatic servants and other subjects of the 
British Crown within the kingdom of Greece.—Mr. Glad- 
stone agreed generally in the principles laid down by Sir 
Roundell Palmer, though their application must be governed 
by information not yet received by the Government. No 
municipal law could excuse a failure in international law. 
It would be some weeks before the Government could be in 
full possession of the facts, and it would then be their duty 
to consider what line they should take, not only as an 
aggrieved party, but as one of the Protecting Powers. 

May 23.—The University Tests Bill—The second reading 
was carried by a majority of 191 to 66. 

The Irish Land Billi (Committee).—A clause by Mr. 
Bruen, intended to facilitate the ascertainment of the amount 
of compensation to be paid by the landlord in the event of a 
claim being made for it by the tenant, was negatived by a 
majority of 207 to 103.—Mr. Downing proposed the follow- 
ing clause.—‘*‘ Where a person shall be in possession of a 
holding at the time of the passing of this Act, of which he 
or the persons from whom he derived had been tenant from. 
year to year, and whose tenancy had been determined on 
the 25th day of March or Ist day of May last by notice to 
quit served by his landlord, he may claim compensation 
under this bill as if he was a tenant about to quit his hold- 
ing, and the Court may in its discretion hear and determine 
the claim accordingly.” The clause was negatived.— 
Mr. M‘Cullagh Torrens proposed a clause giving to a judge 
of the Landed Estates Court power to make agreements 
and leases for thirty-one years in cases where a receiver 
should have been appointed pending a sale ; and also givi 
a similar power to the Lord Chancellor of Ireland im 
cases in lunacy, and in all minor matters where a receiver 
should have been appointed and there was no petition for a 
sale. The clause was negatived—Mr. Bryan moved an 
amendment to provide that no notice to quit should be valid 
unless served with the sanction and by the officers of the 
Civil Bill Court, and that the Court, giving its sanc- 
tion with respect to such notice, should consider all the 
equities that might be advanced by each . The 
amendment was negatived.—A clause by Mr. M‘Mahon 
repealing section 62 of the Landlord and Tenant Law 
Amendment (Ireland) Act, 1860, was negatived.—A clause 
by Mr. W. Ormsby Gore, to the effect that the Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue should provide dies for denoting 
either by impressed pr adhesive stamps the value of the 
notice to quit, was nogatived by a majority of 210 to T7.— 
Mr. Gregory moved, but withdrew, a clause providing for 
the publication in the Dudlin Gaztte of notices to quit 
within two calendar months after service,—Mr. Pollard- 
Urquhart obtained the insertion of a clause i 
from liability to rent land contained in public _ 
A clause b Mr. Pim sbolishing the right of distress for 
recovery of rent, and also the 8 priority in the 
case of goods taken in execution, was negatived. The re- 
port of amendments was then agreed to. 

The Gas and Water Facilities Bill was read a third time 
and passed. 
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The Sligo and Cashel Disfranchisement Bill was read a 
first time. 


May 24.—The Established Church in Wales—Mr. Watkin 
Williams moved :—“ That, in the opinion of this House, 
it is right that the Establishment of the Church and its 
union with the State should cease to exist in the said 
Dominion and Principality ; that it is just and expedient 
that the public endowments enjoyed by the Church Estab- 
lishment should, after making provision for all vested inte- 
tests, be applied to the support of a national and undenomi- 
national system of education for the said Dominion and 
Principality of Wales.” He gave a lengthy pedigree of 
the Welsh Church, and maintained it had had a separate 
origin from, and had been much purer than, the English, 
to which it was united by fraud and violence, temp. Henry 
VIII. The Nonconformists were now five to one, and 
judging from the time of legislation and the tone of minis- 
ters, he thought the time had come when justice, equity and 
equality would be considered in that great assembly.—Mr. 
Gladstone said the case of the Irish Church was a widely 
different one. The numerical disparity was far greater, and 
the doctrinal difference so great as to bear no comparison. 
The Welsh had held stoutly to their Church as long as it 
was administered in accordance with their national feelings, 
and in that respect a wholesome reform was going on. The 
attack, of course, was really against the Church of England 
at large, and the Government were not prepared to enter on 
any crusade of the kind.—Mr. Osborne Morgan supported 
the resolution, which was negatived by a majority of 209 
to 45. 

Horse Racing.—Mr. T. Hughes introduced a bill to amend 
thelaw. The first reading was carried by a majority of 
132 to 44. 

The Married Women’s Property Bill (No. 1) passed through 
committee with amendments. 


May 25.—The Clerical Disabilities Bill—Mr. Hibbert 
moved the second reading. The principle of the bill was 
that a clergyman who desired to relinquish his calling 
might, on giving notice to his bishop and executing a deed 
in chancery, be relieved after six months from his disabili- 
ties, and also lose the privileges to which, as a clergyman, 
he might be entitled, and become, in fact, a layman.—Mr. 
J. Lewis, in seconding the motion, said it would be very 
objectionable to admit to the House clergymen who con- 
tinued to hold their livings. But the bill altogether ex- 
eluded beneficed clergymen from the House. He supported 
the measure as going in a liberal direction, and tending 
to do away with a separate ecclesiastical class.—Mr. 
Walpole said it was extremely undesirable that per- 
sons who took holy orders should do so lightly, un- 
advisedly, or as an experimental matter. Secondly, when 
a person had once entered into holy orders, and had 
served in that sacred character, there might be reasons 
which no doubt might induce him to take up some 
other calling, but if he did so he ought not to be chopping 
and changing about. He did not wish to see the services 
of ministers of religion acquire more or less of a professional 
character according to the profits or advantages of the ex- 
periments they might make. He had no doubt that the 
complaint was well founded that by the law of the land— 
excepting the Act of 41 Geo. 3—there was nothing what- 
ever to prevent an unbeneficed clergyman from taking part 
in the business of the House of Commons any more than 
clerical peers from taking part in the business of the House 
of Lords. To that he did not object; but it was very un. 
advisable that a beneficed clergyman should eome into that 
House, because he was bound to give all his time, and his 
whole life, to the duties of his profession. With regard to 
municipal disabilities, he could see no reason why an un- 
beneficed clergyman should not be a member of a civil cor- 
poration. He believed, however, that a simple repeal of 
the Act of George 3, guarded, at the same time, by cer- 
tain limits and restrictions, would be a better course than 
the passing of a measure which might give clergymen en- 
couragement to go into some other calling. These were the 
reasons which induced him to say that the Government ought 
to watch this bill with considerable care.—Sir L. Palk said a 
more objectionable measure had never been introduced.— 
Mr. Beresford Hope did not think the bill a complete, broad, 
and fair measure of relief. While it paid infinite regard to 
the case of those clergymen who from conscientious scruples 
did not wish to coptinue to be clergymen, it overlooked the 


they took holy orders been placed in a social position carry- 
ing with it duties and responsibilities of citizenship which 
they felt themselves to be under the most sacred moral 
Fg ag to fulfil. He referred toa class of men who were 
the heads of families, the stewards and dispensers of a large 
property, and who would feel a great and natural repugnance 
to forego their position as clergymen capable of performing 
voluntary pastoral duties. "While continuing to be clergy- 
men they were fit to be leaders of men, legislators, and 
municipal officers. He preferred that, without attempting 
to deal with holy orders, they should simply give relief from 
civil disabilities, extending that relief freely and impartially 
to all. There should be some provision enabling those 
who left the church from conscientious scruples to return to 
it.—Mr. Bouverie said the bill was superior to his own bill 
introduced in 1849 and 1862.—Mr. Henley said, could any- 
thing be worse for the position of the clergyman than that 
he should be allowed to put off his sacred office for one six 
months and resume it the following six months, and so on 
alternately ? The bill would, perhaps, satify the wishes of 
a few persons who were anxious to be relieved of the dis- 
abilities under which they at present laboured, but it would 
also enable persons possessing the power and the privileges 
derived from an episcopal ordination to leave the community 
from whom they had obtained that power and those privi- 
leges, and to turn those advantages to account in attempting 
to overthrow the church from which they derived them, 
and from which they had withdrawn. He should vote 
against the bill.—Mr. Bruce said that the recommendation 
of the bill was that under it this step could not be taken 
without a very solemn form being gone through, or with- 
out the lapse of considerable time. It was provided in the 
bill that the clergyman should only be permitted to resume 
his sacred office by a solemn act, and even then not at his 
own will and pleasure, but after the question had been fully 
considered by his archbishop, to whom the bill gave a dis- 
cretionary power to restore the clergyman if he should 
think fit. The plan proposed by the bill was better than 
Mr. Beresford Hope’s. He saw no objection to the bill 
being extended so as to include colonial bishops.—Mr. Cross 
opposed the bill.—The second reading was carried by a 
majority of 137 to 56. 

The Game Laws Abolition Bill—Mr. P. Taylor moved 
the second reading.—Debate adjourned. 

Joint-Stock Companies Arrangements, —A bill by Mr. H. 
B. Sheridan to facilitate compromises and arrangements 
between creditors and shareholders of joint stock com- 
panies in liquidation was read a first time. 


May 26.—The Jrish Land Bill (consideration of 
the bill as amended),—Sir F. Heygate moved that the bill 
be recommitted for the purpose of introducing a clause fix- 
ing the increased amount of additional salaries to be paid 
to the judges and officers of the Civil Bill Courts in Ire- 
land for the additional duties imposed on them by this 
The motion being opposed by the Government 


measure. 
was ultimately withdrawn on the understanding that these 
salaries owe § be fixed by statute when the data should 


have been ascertained.—Mr. Chichester Fortescue added 
three new clauses to provide that resumption of lands for 
building labourers’ cottages shall not be deemed disturbance; 
that county cess levied as compensation for outrages under 
the Peace Preservation Act shall not be halved between 
landlord and tenant; and to abolish distress for rent under 
future tenancies, except where the right may be reserved by 
written agreement between landlord and tenant.—Several 
clauses, moved by Mr. Gregory, laying down certain con- 
ditions for the erection of labourers’ cottages, were objected 
to by the Government, but Mr. Gladstone offered to accept 
the first two, which provided that the occupier shall apply 
to the landlord before building, and shall not be at liberty to 
build if the landlord consents to do the work himself.— 
Mr. Gregory declined this compromise. The whole of the 
clauses were, on a division, negatived by a majority of 59 
to 42. A proviso was afterwards added by Mr. C. Fortes- 
cue embodying the Government compromise.—Mr. Chichester 
Fortescue, in accordance with his promise to Mr. Pell, pro- 
posed a proviso to define the reclamation of land, which is 
coupled with permanent buildings as reclamation of waste 
to The proviso was carried by a majority of 155 to 17. 
Clause 14 (Equities clause) was amended by Sir R. Palmer, 
who added a proviso debarring from compensation a tenant 
whose landlord has offered to continue his tenancy on 





ease of those who, from family circumstances, had since 





reasonable terms which he has unreasonably refused. — 
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Clause 61 was struck out on Mr. Chichester Fortescue’s 
motion.—Mr. Charley moved to strike out clause 62, which 

itions the county cess between landlord and tenant; but 
it was retained, ona division, by a majority of 201 to 74.— 
Some formal amendments having been made, the third 
reading was fixed for Monday. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE BILL. 


The following petition, was presented to the House of 
Lords by the Lord Chancellor on the 23rd inst:— 

The humble petition of the Metropolitan and Provincial 
Law Association: 

Sheweth—That on the appointment by her Majesty on 
the 18th September, 1867, of commissioners to inquire into 
the operation and effect of the present constitution of the 
several courts of law and equity in England, your petitioners 
took a lively interest in such inquiry, and after earnest con- 
sideration of the subjects so referred, joined with the Voun- 
cil of the Incorporated Law Society in making various 
suggestions to the Royal Commissioners, and especially ex- 
pressed their opinion that the present separation of jurisdic- 
tions was injurious to the suitors, and that one general court 
ought to be established. 

hat your petitioners have felt much gratification at the 
recommendations in this respect made by the Royal Com- 
missioners in their report submitted to her Majesty, and 
presented to your Right Honourable House. 

That your petitioners have observed with great satisfac- 
tion that the Lord Chancellor has introduced into your 
Lordships’ Right Honourable House two bills shortly in- 
tituled ‘‘ The High Court of Justice Act, 1870,” and ‘ The 
Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1870,” for the purpose of 
carrying into effect the recommendations of the Royal Com- 
missioners. 

That in the judgment of your petitioners it is most 
essential to the interests of the general community that 
the proposed abolition of the present distinctions between 
courts of equity and courts of law should be made without 
delay, and they respectfully submit to your Lordship that the 
preparation of a code of procedure for such courts when 
consolidated may be Page deferred until after the bills 
now before your Lordships shall have become law, and that 
it may be safely entrusted to a competent body to be con- 
stituted by royal commission or otherwise to prepare such 
code in concert with, and subject to, the sanction of the 

judges presiding in the various courts, the proceedings in 
which the code shall hereafter govern. 

Your petitioners therefore most humbly pray that your 
Lordships’ Right Honourable House will not delay to give 
effect to the recommendation of the Royal Commissioners, 
but will be pleased to pass, with such amendments as may 
be necessary or expedient, the said bills for the establish- 
ment of a High Court of Justice and a Court of Appellate 
Jurisdiction. 

And your petitioners will ever pray, &c. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. F. SOUTHGATE. 


Mr. Francis Southgate, solicitor, of Gravesend, died at 
his residence, Woodville-terrace, on the 20th May, in the 
79th year of his age. He was certificated in 1819 and had 
been a resident at Gravesend for the last sixty years. 
Besides holding the registrarship of the county court, he 
had for many years been Clerk to the Board of Improve- 
ment Commissioners, Clerk to the Guardians of the Graves- 
eud and Milton Union, Vestry Clerk of Northfleet and 
Milton parishes, and Superintendent Registrar of Births, 
&c. He was also Clerk to the Union Assessment Committee, 
and to the Turapike Trusatees, nd Secretary to the Water- 
works and Gaslight Companies, and several local charities. 


MR. J. CLAPTON. 

Mr. Jeremiah Clapton, formerly a solicitor, and an 
alderman of Stamford, Lincolnshire, died on the 2nd 
of May, at the age of seventy-five years. He had 
been clerk to the Stamford Board of Guardians since the 
first en, of the Poor Law Act in 1835; he was 
elected to the Town Council as an Alderman in 1856, and 





served the office of Mayor in 1867-8. He acted for many 


in that capacity he assisted in the return of Colonel Chap- 
lin, the present Duke of Rutland, Sir George Clerk, the 
Right Hon. J. C. Herries, Lord Chelmsford (then Sir F. 
Thesiger), the present Marquis of Salisbury, the Right Hon. 
J. Inglis (now of the Scotch Bench), Sir Stafford North- 
cote, and Sir J. D. Hay. 








THE COMMON LAW JUDGES ON THE HIGH 
COURT OF JUSTICE BILL AND THE APPEL- 
LATE JURISDICTION BILL. 

The following are the communications which have been 
addressed by the Lord Chief Justice of England and other 
judges to the Lord Chancellor with respect to the High 
Court of Justice and Appellate Jurisdiction Bills :— 

“ Court of Queen’s Bench, May 13, 1870. 

‘My Lord,—I have the honour to inform your Lordship 
that in consequence of what you were reported to have said 
in the recent debate in the House of Lords, as to having re- 
ceived from the judges, with a limited exception, no sugges- 
tions on the bills relating to the High Court of Justice and 
High Court of Appeal, introduced into Parliament by your 
Lordship, the judges have met and given their careful 
attention to the bills in question, and have embodied their 
views in the shape of resolutions. 

** Before setting out these resolutions I must premise that 
owing to the shortness of the time—it being understood that 
the bills would be proceeded with in the House of Lords on 
Monday next, the 16th inst.—and also the great pressure of 
judicial business, the judges have only been able to deal 
with the more prominent and salient parts of these bills, 
omitting mere matters of detail, as to some of which, relating 
to the High Court of Justice Bill, they may think it neces- 
sary to trouble your Lordship on a future occasion. 

“‘ The resolutions adopted by the judges are as follows :— 

“¢]T, That it appears to the judges that, while it is highly 
desirable that the distinction between law and equity now 
existing in respect of civil rights shall be done away with, 
and that in civil suits and actions one law shall be admi- 
nistered, it is essentially necessary, in order to prevent con- 
fusion in the future administration of justice, that, instead 
of a general enactment, such as is now contained in clause 
13 of the High Court of Justice Bill, a careful collation of 
the common law and equity law having been first made, 
express provision shall be made as to what the law shall 
be in each particular instance; or, if this course should 
be deemed impracticable, owing to the time it would require, 
that clauses should be carefully framed expressly stating 
the principles determined on by Parliament for the purpose 
in view. 

*<¢TT. That while the courts of common law should be 
required to administer the law as thus altered and settled, 
in civil suits it is wholly unnecessary, and, on the contrary, 
eminently undesirable, that their constitutions or peculiar 
jurisdictions in other matters should be in any way inter- 
fered with. ‘That this applies to the peculiar jurisdiction 
of each of the three courts, but more particularly to the 
prerogative and Crown jurisdiction of the Court of Queen’s 
Bench. 

“¢ TIT. That the names and titles of the courts and judges 
should remain the same as at present, any change herein 
being neither nec nor desirable. That no power, 
therefore, should be conferred by the bill to make any altera- 
tion in this respect. 

“¢]TV. That while the judges are ed that subordinate 
rules of procedure and rules of practice | be left to be 
settled hereafter, they are of opinion that, looking to the 
great and substantial difference which exists between the 
procedure of the equity and the common law courts, the 
more important matters of procedure ought to be considered 
and determined by Parliament, and should form part of the 
bill. 


“¢That herein they include not only the system of plead- 
ing to be adopted, but also more especially the important 
question of trial by jury and the examination of witnesses 
in open court. Lacking upon these questions as of vital im- 
portance to the administration of justice on the trial of dis- 
puted questions of facts in general, while they readily admit 
that there are certain classes of cases in which the common 
law form of trial is inappropriate, or at all events may be 
dispensed with, the judges submit that certain fixed guidi 
rinciples and rules should, after due consideration, be em- 
bodied. in the bill, instead of being left to be decided upon 





years as an election agent in the Conservative interest, and 


hereafter. 
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‘¢“ That the power of making rules in respect of all matters 
of procedure not provided for by the bill should be left to 
‘the equity and common law judges united in the High Court 
of Justice. 

“« That it is highly expedient and desirable that, after the 
first rules of procedure and practice shall have been framed 
and established, a power should be vested in the High Court 
of altering and modifying the procedure and practice from 
time to time as occasion may require, subject always to any 
orders and rules made for such purpose being laid before 
Parliament within a fixed time. 

“¢V. That the judges are of opinion that the powers pro- 
posed to be given by the 16th clause of the bill to ministers 
of the Crown and to persons unnamed are wholly unconsti- 
tutional, as being contrary to the principle that the judica- 
ture should be in all respects independent of the Executive ; 
and they earnestly deprecate any power being vested in 
any person or body of persons, other than the High Court, 
to make or alter the law relating to the constitution, pro- 
eedure or practice of the Court. 

“¢VI, That, with a view to the exercise of the powers 
referred to in paragraph 4, and of the powers originally 
proposed to be vested in the High Court of Justice, the 
judges willingly concur in the combination of courts of 
common law and equity into one common court. But if 
such powers are to be withheld and transferred elsewhere, 
as is proposed in the bill as altered, the constituting of such 
a court appears to them uselessjand unnecessary.’ 

“The foregoing resolutions were agreed to unanimously 
by the assembled body of judges, being sixteen in number, 
with the exception of the second, as to which Baron Bram- 
well and Mr. Justice Smith declined to express any opinion, 
while Mr. Justice Blackburn and Mr. Justice Hannen ex- 
pressed their opinion as to the matters referred to in the 
second and third resolutions in the following terms :— 

“ «We are not quite prepared to agree in these two reso- 
lutions, but we agree that no alteration in the names or 
titles, or in the constitution or peculiar jurisdictions of the 
eourts of common law, is required for the purpose of en- 
abling these courts toadminister the law as proposed to be 
altered; and we are of opinion that it is very undesirable 
that any such alterations should be made, unless with care- 
fully considered provisions (to be contained in the Act) to 
secure that the substance of what is now done by the peculiar 
jurisdiction of the courts be not altered or destroyed by the 

e. This, we think, is not done in the present bill.’ 

“Mr, Justice Willes, not having attended the meeting of 
the judges at which the foregoing resolutions were passed, 
transmitted his views in a written paper, which I forward 
herewith. 

_ “TI have further to state that as regarae the appellate 
jurisdiction and the constitution of the High Court of Ap- 
peal, at a further meeting of fourteen of the judges it was 
resolved by twelve judges—the two others, Mr. Justice 
Blackburn and Mr. Justice Smith, declining to express any 

opinion—that until the whole appellate jurisdiction, in- 

uding that of the House of Lords ond of the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council, shall be dealt with, the 
amount of arrears in the latter being of a most formidable 
description, it will be impossible for the judges to offer any 
opinion or recommendation which shall be satisfactory to 

eir minds. “T have, &., 

“A. E. Cocksurn. 
**The Right Hon. the Lord Chancellor.” 


“ Separate Memorandum of Mr. Justice Willes, expressing his 
own Views.—High Court of Justice Bill. 


“ It appears to the undersigned that the general scope of 
this measure is highly beneficial, as bringing the judges of 
all the superior courts together inte one great body for the 
administration of justice. The bill, as originally framed 
upon the reeommendations of the Judicature Commission, 
took the best advantage of this proposed change by not 
merely combining the courts in name, but also conferring 
p ae the judges powers (which, like those given to the 

on judges by the Parliamentary Election Act, 1868, 
8. 25, ought to have the force of statute) to work out the 
seheme rules of practice and ure for 

court and its b . The result 


government of 
‘would have been a rege Ses ye cor mgr of justice in 
each suit, so that a snitor, of bei un- 
heard te the 


because he had found his way wrong 
would be referred to the a) division. 
and by no means trifling advantage would be 





that wherever the distribution of business at present attri- 
butable to the peculiar functions of the several courts—as, 
for instance, Crown business to the Queen’s Bench, registra- 
tion and election to the Common Pleas, and revenue to the 
Exchequer—represents a convenient and economical divi- 
sion of labour, not involving conflict of jurisdiction, such 
distribution would for its obvious usefulness be retained. 
Details of this kind would assuredly be best arranged by 
the judges, with such assistance under their control as the 
additional temporary labour of framing rules might be found 
to require. 

“In its present shape, however, as amended, the bill 
brings the courts nominally indeed together, but places the 
judges at arm’s length; for, instead of authorising them to 
frame common rules for their united court and its different 
divisions, the bill subjects them all (more especially by clause 
16), as to their procedure, order of business, times of sitting, 
and even the manner in which they are to give judgment, 
and the form in which their decisions are to be reported, to 
the control of the Privy Council—a course, it is believed, 
without constitutional precedent, and injurious to the inde. 
pendence and efficiency of the judges. Save in the exercise 
of extraordinary powers of the Crown, such interposition of 
the Privy Council is unnecessary and impolitic. ‘The repre- 
sentation of the Crown in the ordinary prerogative of justice 
is confided to the judges, subject only to the Legislature. 
Like remarks arise upon the High Court of Appeal Bill. 
Moreover, it does not provide for either abolishing or speed- 
ing and cheapening appeals to the House of Lords. 

“The bills as originally presented seem to the undersigned 
substantially unobjectionable from the point of view of the 
Judicature Commission Report. J.S. Wigs.” 








LAW DIGEST COMMISSION. 


A second report by the Digest of the Law Commission 
has just been printed. The Commissioners say :— 

“In our first report we explained the grounds for our 
opinion that a digest of law is expedient ; we stated that it 
would require a considerable expenditure of time and money, 
and would involve the appointment of a Commission or 
body for executing the work; but in order to avoid an im- 
mediate outlay on a large scale, we recommended that small 
portions of the digest, as specimens of the whole work, 
should, in the first instance, be prepared; and we humbly 
submitted that powers should be given us to carry this pur- 
pose into effect, 

“We were accordingly empowered by your Majesty’s 
Government to take the steps necessary for the preparation, 
under our superintendence, of some specimens or samples of 
a digest such as we had indicated in our report. For this 
purpose we selected three subjects—namely, bills of exe 
change, mortgages, and easements, and we obtained the 
services of three gentlemen at the bar, each of whom was 
directed to frame the draught of a digest of the law on 
one of these subjects. The gentlemen whose assistance 
we have had have laid before us materials of considerable 
value, and have enabled us to form conclusions as to the 
conduct of the entire work. But we think it unadvisable 
to continue any further this mode of proceeding. We 
have found that the examination and revision of these 
materials with that rigorous care and accuracy which would 
be requisite before we could lay them before your Majesty 
as specimens of a digest of law, would involve considerable 
further delay and expense ; while, on the other hand, we 
have satisfied ourselves that these specimens would have 

in to be revised, and perhaps recast, when the time ar- 
rived for inserting them as portions of a complete and sys- 
tematic work. The experiment, however, has served a 
useful purpose. It has brought out very clearly the diffi- 
culties to be contended with, and the conditions under which 
the work must be executed. We believe that the materials 
which have thus been collected may be made use of with 
advantage in the formation of a general digest of the law, 
and we are of opinion that the work of a general digert 
based on a comprehensive plan, and with a uniform met 
should be at once en. <A complete digest cannot 
be executed without the assistance of the most highly skilled 
persons w services can be procured; the success of the 
work will depend on their efficiency ; they must give to the 
ermine a the whole of their time and energy ; and it is 
obvious that the services of such persons, and under such 
conditions, cannot be obtained without the offer of permae 
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nent employment and high remuneration. We therefore 
humbly report to your Majesty our opinion that it is expe- 
dient that a body of persons such as we have described, and 
not exceeding three in number, should be constituted, to be 

with the aay of executing the digest as a whole, 
being provided with the necessary means and assistance, and 
acting under such directions and control, either of a com- 
mittee of your Le: nlg Privy Council or otherwise, as to 
your Majesty seem fit.” 

Mr. Justice Willes reports separately, as follows :— 

“‘T respectfully dissent from the report for the following 
reason :—Because fully agreeing that a first-rate modern 
digest of English law is to be desired (for professional 
use), I think it will, when made, after all be only a make- 

ift for a code, or rather series of codes. Quite apart 
from the authority and example of so many other countries, 
which can hardly all be mistaken, a code is preferable to a 
— in many — of view. <A digest gathers and com- 
piles what has been decided or deemed, and among other 
relics it will preserve the conflicts of Common Law and 
Chancery, and the rest, whereas a code must needs once 
and for all lay down uniform rules of justice to govern 
every court. Thus a code will swallow up at once mis- 
chiefs of detail, the instances of which would choke a 
digest. Moreover a digest will be limited to English reports 
and treatises, and so far as regards affairs peculiarly our 
own, such as real property, this exclusion of foreign sys- 
tems may be tolerable enough, but as to mercantile and 
maritime affairs, there will be so much opportunity for 
choice and improvement thrown away. It seems even pos- 
sible that a really well-considered code, not restricted to a 
digest of our own jurisprudence, but embodying improve- 
ments suggested by a comparison in our own laws with 
those of coer countries, might contribute something to a 
great object—the gradual formation of international mer- 
cantile and maritime law. “(L. s.) J.S. Wiuxgs.” 





THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


The committee of the Bristol Law Library Society have 
— some observations on this bill, to the following 

ect :— 

1, The committee are in favour of a scheme for the 
registration of title as distinguished from a registration of 
assurances, provided a plan can be devised by which such 
registration can be cheaply and speedily obtained. 

2. The committee approve (as a first and tentative mea- 
sure) of the registration of those persons only who are able 
to dispose of the fee simple, and they also approve of Part 
I. of the bill so far as it enables any person capable of dis- 
posing of the fee to place his title on the register as 
proprietor; but they think this part of the billmay beusefully 
extended. Asthe bill at present stands, the benefits of regis- 
tration would only be felt at the end of some twenty or thirty 
years, and there would be little inducement to go upon the 
register at all. The committee strongly recommend that a 
landowner should be at liberty to submit for registration a 
title commencing from any prior date, and that upon such 
limited title being approved of by the registrar, registration 
should confer upon the registered proprietor the power of 
conveying an estate in fee simple, subject only to the 
adverse interests which were prior in their creation to the 
root of title. 

3. The committee think that fee farm rents, created b 
way of use, and, therefore, not originating in tenure (whi 
are very frequent in Bristol and other large towns), should be 
clearly provided for by the Act, so as to appear upon the 
register as incumbrances, 

4, The committee suggest that proof of receipt of rents 
and profits in accordance with the title for a reasonable 

iod should always form part of the evidence required 
= @ proprietor prior to registration. (See section 6 of 


5. The committee think that the bill should express much 
more clearly than it does that the title, which the regi 
roprietor can confer upon a purchaser, is absolute and in- 
efeasible, subject only to the registered incumbrances, te 
the charges declared not to be incumbrances, and to such 
adverse interests, created prior to the registered root of title, 
as may be still aang. 

6. The committee call attention to sections 5, 7, 31 and 
34, with reference to their effect upon the legal estate. Such 
shifting about of the legal estate appoars to the committee 
Objectionable ; and they consider it most undesirable that 





a ee gu my bill should interfere, more than is absolutely 
needful, with the existing system of landed estates. By the 
bill as it now stands, the registration of the title to an es- 
tate in strict settlement, with a power of sale to the trustees 
with the consent of the tenant for life, would confer the 
legal estate upon the trustees, and place the tenant for life 
in the position of a mere equitable owner, and deprive him 
of the power of bringing ejectment or of creating a legal 
tenancy. This seems to the committee an objectionable in- 
terference. They suggest that registration should, in itself 

confer no estate, but simply a power of conveying the fee 
simple to a purchaser ; and that, if it be thought necessary, 
the register should distinguish between persons in whom 
the fee is actually vested and those who have only a power 
to confer it, the former class being sagen’ as proprietors, 
the latter as potential owners; but that both classes should 
stand in precisely the same position as to their power 
of conferring the fee upon a purchaser. 

7. The 29th section of the bill empowers the Court, upon 
the application of any person interested, to register any other 
person in the place of a deceased registered proprietor ; and 
& person so registered would, by sections 23 and 24, be able 
to sell and convey the property toa purchaser. A power 
of sale would thus be created which the owner never con- 
templated, and might possibly have objected to. The com- 
mittee doubt whether the creation of aioe is desirable. 

8. The committee are of opinion that some provision is 
required for indicating upon the register that the registered 
proprietor has ceased to have the power of conferring the 


fee. 

9. The 16th and following sections appear to the commit- 
tee to create an entirely new spon of mortgage, not con- 
ferring on the mortgagee the legal estate, but giving him 
certain statutory powers analogous to those which a mort- 
gagee now possesses ; for instance, a power to enter on the 
land or into the receipt of the rents and prefits (see section 
18). These statutory powers appear to the committee to be 
objectionable, as increasing the liability of tenants and 
occupiers of land, who would be liable to be proceeded 
against both by the mortgagee, under his statutory powers, 
and by the lessor or owner, under the powers now 
incident to the reversion or legal estate. The commit- 
tee, whilst not objecting to the principle of register- 
ing charges, suggest that the present mode of mort- 
gaging property should be allowed to remain, and that 
where the mortgage contains a power of sale the mortgagee 
should be registered as having power to convey in fee, and 
that in other cases he should either be registered as mort- 
gagee or should be allowed to protect his interest by a 
caveat. 

10. The committee think that no system of regi ion 
will be successful unless local registries be established, pre- 
sided over by registrars of ability and experience, having 
jurisdiction to decide questions of fact as well as of law ; 

ut they think that —— aggrieved by any mistake of 
aregistrar, without fault on their part, should be entitled 
to compensation out of an indemnity fund to be created 
for this purpose, or out of the Consolidated Fund. 

11. The committee strongly disapprove of compulsory 


registration. 








ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Trinity Term, 1870. 
(The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whem 
articled or assigned follow in ordinary type.) 

Bgscx, Wmi1am Nasu—C. G. H. Beck, Worcester. 
Broxam, Henry Epwarv—E. Bloxam, 2, New Boswell- 

court; and Harry Snow, Chancery-lane. 
Brucs, Tuomas Dunpas—W. D. Trotter, Bishop Auckland. 
Crurrwsit, Percy Wiuson Danizt—W. C. Cruttwell, 

Frome. 


Farr, Groner. 

Fiuxsr, Hsnry—J. Fluker, Symonds-inn. 

Harvey, Franx Jacon—B. ye Torquay. 

Huszarp, Grores Rosert—K. Peck, Southampton-build- 


Morn, Epwix Sxvury—C, B. Teece, Shrewsbury. 

Watxar, Atrrep Booru—H. Walker, Southam. 
Trinity Vacation, 1870. 

Paanss, Joun Psrusnsniper—T. H. Gill, Devonport. 
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Wraitnx, Lawrence Harcreaves—Jno, H. Kay, Black- 
burn. 
Last Day of Trinity Term, 1870. 
Bapcer, Artuur Sipney—J. Moody, Derby. 
Dean, Cuarzes Frepertck—J. Taylor, Bradford. 
Hee.zty, Howarp Hamitton—J. Richards, Birmingham. 
Pearson, Henry GARENcrERES—J. Topham, Middleham. 
Situ, Gzorce Frepertck—G. Smith, Durham. 
Sear, Witt1am Repueap—F. R. Smith, 70, King Wil- 
liam-street. 
TyERMAN, Gzorcze THomas—C. Rich Tyerman, 4, East 
India Avenue. 
Waker, Wittiam—J. F. Isaacson, 40, Norfolk-street, 
Strand. 
Wits, Davin Tueopore, B.A.—E. Scott; and E. 
Scott, Wigan. 
[For former names see ante p. 560.] 


NOTICES OF APPLICATIONS TO TAKE OUT OR 
RENEW ATTORNEYS’ CERTIFICATES. 


Fry, James William, Baston Hayes, Kent (16th June). 

Mann, George, 52, Gibson-square (17th June). 

Mileham, Harry Thos, 18, John-street, Bedford-row ; 
and Clarence-villas, Clapton (3rd June). 

Mitchell, William Wagner, Cardigan (17th June). 

Newman, George Gunnell, Hurst, near Bexley (26th May). 

Parsons, Robert Henry Best, on the sea; Stroud; Chipping 
Norton; Chester; and Moreton (17th June). 

Roberts, Alfred, York Castle, Rotherham; and Sheffield 
(16th June). 

Shelton, Francis Talbot, Nottingham (17th June). 

—— Benjamin, 89 and 48 Great Dover-street (17th 

une). 
Whatley, George Sandon (17th June). 
Sudbury, John Jackson, Grantham (17th June). 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LECTURES AND LAW CLASSES AT THE INCOR- 
PORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

Mr. H. M. Bompas, Lecturer and Reader on Common 

aw and Mercantile Law—Monday, May 30, class A. 

Tuesday, May 31, class B. Wednesday, June 1, class C. 


4.30 to 6 p.m. 


Friday, June 3, lecture—6 to 7 p.m. 








COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CAUSE LIST. 
Trinity Term, 1870. 
Before the Lonp CHANCELLOR and Lord Justice GIFFARD. 
Appeals. 


Powell v Elliot, Elliot v Powell 
thd (J.—Jan. 27 

Atherton v British Nation Life 
Assurance Association (R.— 
Feb. 2) 

Allen v Bonnett (M.—Feb. 2 

Thompson v Dunn (M.—Feb. Ft 

Freeman v Po (J.—Feb. 11) 

Richardson v Braith (S.—Feb. 


17 

In re Tht Great Wheal ‘Busy 
Mining Co. and Cos. Act, 
1862, appl petn from the 
Vice-Warden of the Stan- 
naries (Feb. 21) 

Nash v Howell (S.—Feb. 22) 

The City Bank v Luckie (S.— 


Feb. 22) 
Mc a v Foster, Bart. 
(R.—Fcb. 24 


he v Furber (R. —Feb. 

Champneys v Holmes (J.— 
Fel. 28) ‘ 

_ v Kaye, Bart. (S.—Mar. 

Wilkinson v Lindgren (R.— 
Mar. 9 

Knox v Turner (S.—Mar. 12) 


Clemow (Pau Geach (J. 
Maree oe —* 


The Masons’ Hall Tavern Co. 
(Limited) vy Nokes (R.— 
Mar. 19 

we v Williams (S.—Mar. 


) 
The Land Credit Co. of Ireland 
imited) v Lord Fermoy 
R.—Mar. 23) 
Earl Vane v Rigden (M.— 
Mar. 24) 
Mc Crea v Holdsworth (J.— 
Mar. 25) 
Thomson v Simpson (S.— 
Mar. 25 
The Merchant Banking Co. of 
London (Limited) v Maud 


Prees vy Coke (J.—Mar. 31) 
Marine Investment Corporation 
v Haviside (J.—April a. 
(R. 


Molesworth v Molesworth 
April 6) 
Dugdale v Meadows (J.—April 


Att. Gen. v Mayor, &., of 

om (J ae 
illingworth v Chillingworth 
(S.—April 16) 

Cooper v Cooper (S.—April 21) 





~_ v. Robinson (M.—April 
1 


Oakley v Wood (M.—April 20) 
Weston v Weston (R.—April 


Tennant v Trenchard (J.— 
April 23 
— v Hancock (M.—April 
In re Bosworthen and Penzance 
Consols United Mining Co. 
(Limited) and Companies 
Acts, 1862 and 1867, . 
petn from the Vice Warden 
of the Stannaries (April 28) 


In re The Same (ditto) 
a ennai Talbot (S.—May 


) 
Forester v Read (S.—May 4) 
Dean v Bennett (J.—May 6) 
Alexander v Mills (R.—May 7 
Wildes v Dudlow (M.—May % 
Grand Junction Canal Co. v. 

Shugar (R.—May 10) 
Crickmore vy Freestone (R.— 


May 13) 
Imperial Mercantile Credit 
Association (Limited) v 


Coleman (M.—May 17) 
Same v Same (M.—May 17) 


Before the MASTER oF THE ROLLS. 
Causes, §c. 


Ormerod v Rostron fc. (net 
before May 31) 

Atherley v. The Isle of Wight 
Ry. Co. and City Bank md 
(not before July 2) 

Clarke v Tanner c, w 

The London & South Western 
Ry. Co. v Pullein  m d, 
witnesses before examiner 

Tulk v Tabberner md (May 
31 


) 
Lloyd v Thomas m d, wit- 
nesses before examiner 
Edmonds v Ramsey md 
Betts v Thompson c (June 8) 


Wa v Spooner m d (Ma 
b hee poo! (May 


Springett v Jenings ¢ 

Joyce v Howard c, w 

Clark v Revill c, w (June 3) 

Gramshaw v Gough m d 

Richardson v Firth m d 

The Gas Light Improvement 
Co. (Limited) v Terrell c,w 
(May 31) 

Anstey v Newman fc 

Cousins v Green c 

Weller v Fitzhugh c 

Clarke v Cutts fc 

Massey v Eastwood m d 

Coote v Lowndes m d 

The Prudential Assurance Co. 
v Wilson md 

Kenyon v Preston fc 

Clayton v Smith c (set down 
at request of defendant Wm. 

Pee ) Cc d 

ev Crampton m 

Wilkinson v ome c 

Barker v Barker m d 

Fenwick v Wood md 


Kirkby v Mearbeck. Cartlidge 
v Kirby fe 

Seal v Seal, Seal v. Seal. fc 

In re Muggeridge, Muggeridge 
v Sharp. fe 

Hale v Walton md 

Greene v The Tower Subway 

ee h f 
oryoseph v Moryosep’ c 

Tonal’ y Bow m d (not 
before June 3) 

Winder v Wilson fc 

Jackson v Jackson fc 

Stephen v Lyon fe 

Harris v Frederick md 

Cameron v Campbell ¢ 

Cameron v Pascoe c 

Blunt v Blunt md 

Jackson v Shailer f c (heed) 

Attorney-General v Greenhi 
f c (short) 

McDonald v Mackenzie m d 

Spiking v Gainsford md 

Jesshop v Tickel md 

Cocks v The Bishops’ Wal- 
tham Ry. Co. m 

Gilliat v Gilliat fc 

Maclaren v Stainton 
sums to vary 

Simmons v Simmons fc 

Gorely v Gorely fc 

Loat v Loat fe 

Kennel v Arber m d (short) 

Taylor v Brown fc 

Sumner v Hart md 

In re Emsley, Williams v 
Williams, Druce v Williams 


fe & 


fe 
King v Porter c 
Dawson v Dawson 
Mullings v Trinder 


md 


m d 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str Jonn STUART. 
Causes, §e. 


Attorney-General v The Ross 
Royal Hotel Co. (Limited) 


emr 

Dobree v Nicholson (exons for 
insufficiency) 

Titchborne v Mostyn, 


m 
— Bart. v Titchborne 


m 
Crowther v Crowther fe 
Williams v Haythorne f c 
— v Corporation of Seaford 


m 

Gibbs v Ross md 

English v Nottingham c 

Lumley v Desborough cw 

Bowen v Davies appl from 
pana Court of Cardigan- 


r) 
Ward v Mc Kewan fc 
Malone v Wallwork c 
Gunnell v Whitear m d, pt hd 
Johnson v Jowitt fc 
Feltham v Turner ¢, w 
Witts v Young m d 

Dicks v Batten fc 

Cowell v Acraman fc&s 
Pownall v Bockett fc 

Cave v Holland fc 
Methuen v Hay md 


Bart, 


Lady Couper v Hamilton, Bart 
md 


Brine v Brine c, w 

Jones v Gillard fe 

Bainbridge v Morgan fe 

Nisbet v Miiler c&s 

Johnson v Metcalfe fc 

Barber v Barber md 

Bowman v Eilbeck fc 

Salkeld v Salkeld fc 

Corner v Cursham md 

Nicholson v Wardropper f c 

Johnstone v Withering f c 

Webb v Baker c 

Williams v Pearson m ad 

Palmer v Flowers md 

English v Nottingham trial 
by jury (June 6) 

Finnis v Tuke md 

Walker v Cole fc 

Ross v Gibbs md 

Mills v Haynes md 

Earl v Earl fc 

Dickinson v White md 

Ford v The Tottenham and 
Hampstead Junction Ry. 
Co. md 

Lake v Wall md 

Hyde v The Attorney-Gene- 
ral fc 
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Bartlett v Bovill fc 
Cutler v Hart fc 
Judd v Hart fc 
Weller v a : 
Sargent v Newe c 
Acworth v Benton fc 
Stebbing Mp ~sirw m >. 
v Copping m 
Be Couper ‘3 Bull e 
Thompson v Morgan c 
Mullock v Matthews fc 
Thomas v Putt fe 


Chilton v The East London 
Ry. Co. md 

Wilson v Treasure md 

Rhodes v Rhodes fc 

Aburrow v Pink md 

Jones v Casson fe 

Broadbent v Williamson md 

Copestake v Copestake f c 

Smith v Abraham md 

Westmorland v Holland m d 

as Major md 

Holland v Wood md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHarp MALINs. 
Causes, §c. 


Timms v Hutley dem 

Lindgren v Horne dem 

The International Bank (Li- 
mited) v Gladstone md (wit 
before examiner) 

Earl Beauchamp v Winn ¢, 


Ww 

Ormerod v_ The Northern 
Railway of Buenus Ayres Co. 
md, set down at request of 
deft. Co. (May 30) 

Lee v The Lancashire & York- 
shire Ry. Co. c, wit (June 
28' 


) : 

Shaw v Shaw .¢, wit 

Trevel v Attorney-Gen. ¢ 
(not before June 1) 

Brown v Macnicol md, pt hd 
(May 30 

Gibbes v Pengilley md 

Tyrrell v Leeson c, wit (June 8) 

Levinstein v Wenham oc, 
evidence viva voce at hearing 

De Witte v Denne cc, wit 

Blease v The Warrington Wire 
Rope Co. (Limited) ec, wit 
(June 6 

In re Adams’s Estate, Adams 
v Adams fe 

Becher v Poole md 

Thomas vThomas md 

Lambe v Eames c 

Bowen v Cobb c, wit (May 30) 

Ridler v Tamplin md 

Lester v Alexander fc 

Sutcliffe v Howard fc 

Young v Druce m d 

Lord v Bottomley m d 

Hancock v Heaton m d 

Keats v Whittle fc 

Burton v Burton c 

Brown v Williams m d and 
et 

The North Eastern Ry. Co. v 
Watson c, wit (day to be 
fixed) 

Wright v Pitt md 

Heard v Pilley cc, wit 

Harrison v Humphreys c, wit 
(June 13) 

Phillipson v Gibbon fc & 
sumns to vary 

Thompson v Farndale m d 

Wadeson v White md 

Simpson v Heaton’s Steel & 
Iron Co. (Limited) md 

Forrest v Prescott s c 

Richards v Traherne md 

Andrew v Hyde fe 

Hyde v Gee fe 

Piumley v Brownlow fc 

Small v Lowrey md 

Radmore v Gill md 

Ferrier v Jay sc 

The London & South Western 
Bank (Limited) v Johnson 
md 

Simcoe v Vowler f c 

Cadman v Shepherd sc 

Jefferys v Marshall m d 

Hepworth v Hepworth md 


Hunter v Walters md 

Curling v Walters m d 

Darnell v Hunter md 

Roberts v Shearwood m d 

Heasman v Pearce fc 

Lawson v The Tewkesbury 
& Malvern Ry. Co. md 

Key v Trafford md 

Jenkins v Lewis md 

Brown v Shaw fc 

Morgans v Roberts md 

Williams v Foster f ¢ 

Field v Smith fc 

Wilson v Legh md 

Ryde v Marks md 

Barstow v Baldwin c, wit 

Loxley v Donne f c (short) 

Niven v Alcock m d 

Whiting v Burke md 

Prichard v Prichard m d 

Rutherford v Scott md 

The Esparto Trading Co. (Li- 
mited) v Johnston c 

Inre Ann Hay, deceased Jack- 
son v Jackson fc 

Clarkv Henry md 

Rothery v Nelson fc 

The Potteries. Shrewsbury & 
North Wales Ry. Co. v 
Minor md 

Francis v Wade md 

Sollory v Leaver c 

Rushton v Crawley c, wit 

Stayt v Shepard m d (short) 

Sheppard v Walter md 

Johnson v Jewell m d 

Hale v Adams md 

Donald v Patrick f ¢ (short) 

Vaughan v Vaughan fc 

Slingsby v Slingsby m d 

Thornton v Lascelles _m d 

Watson v Brook m d 

Borrett v Borrett m d 

Stewart v Bothamley md 

Skinner v The Plumstead 
District Board of Works m d 

Hollins v Taylor md 

Joseph v Hart c¢ 

May v May md 

Williams v Hughes m d (not 
before 30 June) 

Phillips v Phillips fc 

Slaughter v Slaughter 
(short) 

Locke v Locke f ¢ 

Ashworth v Munn md 

Arkcoll vSears m d 

Shipwright v Clements m d 

Stretton v The Great Western 
& Brentford Ry. Co. and 
Others m d, May 31 

Stretton v The Great Western 
& Brentford Ry. Co. md 

Elgood v Stephens f c 

White v Tomlin m d (short) 

Saunders v Saunders m d 

Austin v Dalzel c 

Davies v Davies m d (short 

Davis v Combermere m 
(short) 


fc 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir W. M. Jamzs. 
Causes, §e. 


Lingen v Burney dem 


— v McKenna m d, pt 


Adamson v Chadwick md 
McKenna v Chadwick md 
Trappes v Meredith md 





Pears v Laing m d (not before, 
June 3 


Stamp v Anderson ec (not 
before June )) 
Anderson v Stamp c 


The Grover & Baker Sewin 
Machine Co. v Wilson tri 
by jury (May 31) 

Cousens v Cousens m 4, wit- 
nesses before examiner 

Oakey v Sennett md 

The Grever & Baker Sewi 
Machine Co. v Wilson are 

The West of England Brewery 
Co. (Limited) v Ross , wit 

eee trial before 
the Court without a j 

Williams v The Ehenelly 
Railway & Dock Co. md 
(not before June 1) 

Goold v Goold f c & petn 

Thomas v the Midland Bank- 
ing Co (Limited) m d 

The Liverpool Marine Credit 
Co. (Limited) v Read wit 

“ tren 27) . 

ompson v Payne c (not 
before May 28) a ' 

Carline v Nicholson, Nichol- 
son v Carline fc 

The London and South Wes- 
tern Bank (Limited) v 
Stocker md 

Francis v Smithson c, wit 

June 7) : 

Berry v Morrell c 

Williams v Ivimey c (June 7) 

James v Jones c, wit 

Lewthwaite v Waterlow c 

Dunn v Fowler m d (wit be- 
fore exmnr) 

Kilbey v Haviland m d (wit 
before exmur) 

— v Fisher & Another 
m 


Malam v Malam ‘sc 
Thom v Fisher & Others 
a 


ne hy aa md 

ook v md 
eck Dean 2h d 
Cunliffe vy Coote fc 
Hewitson v Sherwin md 


Parker v Page m d 

Hovenden v Lloyd m d (wit 
before exmr) 

Grunwell v Garner f c 

The Tawd Vale Colliery Co. 
(Limited) v Berry c 


Hurry v H e 

Maugham ve de a md 

Aitchison v Dixon md 

Waterhouse v Clout m @ 
(short) 

Smith v Smith fc 

Miller v Bent c 

Barton v Bush m d 

Elliott v Galley md 

Parker v Cockerell m d 

Holt v The Mayor, &., of 
Rochdale md 

Beet v Beet md 

Franklin v Hailey md 

Brown v Priest md 

The U. S. of America v Prio- 
leau c 

Finney v Godfrey m d 

Everitt v Everitt md 

Hereford, Hay & Brecon Ry. 
Co. v Great Western Ry. 


Co. md 
Salisbury v Metropolitan Ry. 
Co. md 

Emmerson v Hall fc 
Turner v Roskell md 

Hook v Bowles md 

Hanbury v Meadus m d (short) 
Scott v Duncombe md (short) 





EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 
SITTINGS IN ERROR. 
The following days have been appointed for the argument 


of Errors and Appeals :— 


QUEEN’s BENCH. 


DEMONS sscscsscasssvicces June 17 | Monday ...............dune 20 
RAMEE siicacnsicsens se. BO SUMED ain sncsccancoce” gy 
Common PLEAs. 

Wednesday ............June 22 | Thursday ............ June 23 
EXCHEQUER. 

RNY scpnsecensscrce <4 June 24 | Saturday ............ June 25 


Monday....... 


PERRY June 27. 





COURT OF PROBATE, 
AND 
COURT FOR DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 
Sittings in and after Trinity Term, 1870. : 
Court OF Prosate. 


Thursday 
Friday........ souescadues os 


weesseeeMay 26 
27 | Wednesday 


DOUUMUENT sos. cvewssthcs May 28 
<tesees June 1 


And following days, if required, for the hearing of the 


causes in the list. 


Fuiu Court ror Drvorce 
Thursday ... 


see eee eee 


AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 


June 2 


Court For Divorce AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 
June 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 16, 17, 18. 
Trials by Jury, 
June 22, 28, 24, 25, 29, 30; July 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 18, 14, 15, 
16, 20, 21, 22, 23, 27, 28, 29, 30. 

Trials in the Court of Probate will be taken first unless 
otherwise ordered by the judge. 

The judge will sit in chambers at eleven o'clock to hear 
summonses, and in court at twelve o'clock to hear motions, 
on Tuesday, May 31, and on each succeeding Tuesday until 


Tuesday, July 26, inclusive. 


All papers for motions in the Court of Probate must be 








j 
' 
i 
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left with the clerk of the papers in the registry of that 
court, at Docters’-commons, and for motiens in the Court 
for Divorce and Matrimonial Causes with the chief clerk, in 
the registry of that court, at Doctors’-commons, before two 
o'clock on the preceding Thursday. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quortatron, May 27, 1870. 

From the Official List of the actual business transacted. } 

3 per Cent, Consols, 943 Annuities, April, ’85 
tto for Account, June 94 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 92$ Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 5 p 
New 3 per Cent., 923 Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm 
Do. 33 per Cent., Jan, ’94 Nitto, £100 & £200, — 5p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stook, 43 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 235 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— Ditto for Account, 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 

{india Stk.,10}p Ct.Apr.’74, 2094 ; Ind. Enf. Pr.,5 p C., Jan.’72 106 


Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., +779 1103 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July, °80 114 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — A ey — 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. °88 101} Do. »5 per vor er °73 104 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 24 pm 





Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent.929| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 24pm 





RAILWAY STOCK. 



































Shres. Railways. Paid, | Closing prices 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter o.s...sccscsssesssssessessseee| 100 82 
Stock | Caledonian..........s0ssessereeseesessee ee v| 100 743 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western wre, 100 119 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ..... se} 100 423 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 | 100 7 
Stock | Great Northern ....s0sseseesssseees vs] 100 125 
Stock | Do., A StOCK* ....1.ssessesseceereesseseeseeees| 100 1353 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland’ 100 103 
Stock | Great Western—Original .........s1.-c.ss00e | 100 72 
Stock; Do., West Midland—Oxfor vs) 100 _ 
Stock! Do.,do.—Newport ........... eee} 100 _ 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ........... ssseeee! 100 13; 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast......| 100 
Stock | London,Chatham, and Dover......,.......| 100 1 
Stock | London and North-Western........ A 1 
Stock | London and South-Western ..... GE 91 
Stock | Manchester,Sheffield, and Lincoin........ 51 
Stock | Metropolitan. i 72 
Stock | Midland ........0..000 129} 
Stock! Do., Birming 99 
Stock | North British ........... 334 
Stock | North London ........... 121 
Stock | North Staffordshire...........0..000.. 613 
Stock | South Devon .........000-6 48 
Stock | South-Eastern ..... 7 
PT MEW OUR Scacvnscsapivick csescosnsocinagiederiois 

‘ 








* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. 1as been paid to B, 





Money Market AND City INTELLIGUNCE. 


The funds, although they have not continued the advance of 
the week before last, have, on the whole, maintained their 
and with firmness, during the week which has now ended. 
foreign market has been particularly animated, and rail- 
ways are at slightly improved quotations. 
scheme is out for the reorgatisation of the Atlantic and 
Great Western Railway (America) ; the line to be foreclosed 
and sold under the ‘‘ consolidated mortgage,” and bought by 
General McClellan and others as trustees for those creditors 
&c., who embark in the scheme. The funds are to be raised 
by an issue of bonds in three series. 


Tuz New River Company.—On Wednesday last Messrs. 
Fox & Bousfield sold at the Auction Mart a property of a descrip- 
tion which is very rarely in the market. tt consisted in the in- 
terest of a Miss recently deceased, in the New River 
Company. The history of the New River is well known, 
especially to those who have perused its details in Mr. 
Smiles’ “ Lives of the Engineers.’ When Sir Hugh Middle- 
ton first began the undertaking in 1613, the concern was divided 
into seventy-two shares, of which the King (James I) took one 
half, the other moiety being divided among Sir Hugh and his 
friends. It was very many years beforethe shares ever returned 
any dividend to their holders, the result of which was that when 
ee 4 we See. ee , almost all had 
passed from the hands of the — ventarers. To this 
day, however, about two whole es remain the of 
certain of Sir H Middleton. The thirty-six 
“ King’s shares” were ed to the y by Charles 
IL, for an annuity of £500, the Royal probably 

it inconvenient to a call which was then imminent; 





the “ King’s shares” are st 7 ep ena er > Ave 
King’s 


snnuity, which is called the “King’s clogg.” 


shares,” pursuant to a stipulation made when the undertaking 
was formed, confer on their holders no voice in the management 
of the company. The property sold on Wednesday was offered 
in forty-seven lots, representing an income of $2,100 
the gross amount realised by the sale was £62,430. 
The first seventeen lots consisted of seventeen $100 new shares, 
fully paid up, the dividend for the last your Dalags the rate 
of 7 per cent: these fetched on an av £196 each share. 
Lots 18 to 24 consisted of sixty-eight £100 shares, £20 
share paid up, with a dividend of 29s.: these 
$3,490, or an a of £51 6s. per share. Lots 26 to 38 con- 
sisted of parts of King’s shares, equal together to four-fifths of 
an entire share. These were in lots of one-twentieth and one- 
sixteenth respectively, the income on a en 
$75 16s. 8d., and ona sixteenth £97 16s. 10d.: ow i 
eet eee a on would = od the rate o: -” 912 
r whole s averaging twenty-six years and four 
aol purchase on the income. Lots 39 to 47 com- 
prised five-twelfths of an adventurer’s share, in lots 
of ene-twentieth and one-thirtieth each respectively, and 
realised £17,650, which would be at the rate ef £42, bo 
whole share, and averaging twenty-six years purchase on 
income. In 1823 one share was sold by auction for £17,050 
From this it appears that the thirty-six shares which were sur- 
rendered for a commuted payment of £500 a-year in Charles’ 
II. time were in 1823 worth £613,800, or an annual income at 
Four per cent. of £24,452. Wednesday’s sale with its return of 
£40, r share proves that the present annual income of the 
King’s fon would be £56,160, or 112 times more than he was 
content to accept. It is very rarely that even fractional 4 
tions of New River shares find their way into the market. 
increase in the annual income has been gradual and steady, 
and hence the high price obtainable for them. Once, 
hewever, within the memory of persons now living, the 
income on the shares fell back to £8 per whole share. 
This was in a of the expensive litigation 
which the New River Company carried on with other com- 
panies, pages the costs out of the income. Afterwards they 
adopted the plan of raising money to meet this expense. Itis 
an oddity attendant on New River shares, in common with one 
or two old undertakings of a kindred sort, that the shares are 
real property. This was expressly decided in 1723, in the case 
of Bry utter v. Bartholomew (2 P. W.127). It is easy to 
understand how, when joint stock undertakings were rare, and 
: their shares individually few in number, there seemed no 
reason why real property owned by what was regarded then 
as merely a large partnership, should lose its characteristic as 
regards transmission or descent. Now-a-days canal or railway 
shares are always constituted personal property by statute. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
May 19.—By Mr. Geo. GouLpsmiru. 
Freshold four cottages, Nos. 9, 11, 13, and 15, Ives-street, Chelsea, pro- 
ducing £52 per annum. Sold £400. 
Freehold ground rent of £2 10s. per annum, arising from No. 41, Ives- 
street, Chelsea. Sold £60. 
Freehold ground rent of £10 per annum, arising from Nos. 2 and 3 
Green-street, Chelsea. Sold £250. 
Freehold house, No. 18, Princes-street, Chelsea. Sold £535, 
Freehold house, No. 17, Princes-street, Chelsea. Sold £530. 
sy gg No. 32, Halsey-street, Chelsea, let at £38 per annum, 
Sold £545, 
Freehold house, No. 33, Halsey-street, Chelsea. Sold £500, 
Freehold plot of land, fronting Halsey-street. Sold £800. 
Freehold house, No. 7, Halsey-street, Chelsea. Sold £550, 
Freehold house, No. 6, Halsey-stree', Chelsea. Sold £590, 
By Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co. 
Congas Ir 30p of land, situate in York-road, Wandsworth. Sold 





| Copyhold 1a Lr 20p of land, situate as above. Sold £730, 

| Copyhold la Or 4p of land, situate as above. Sold £380. 
Copyhold la Or Ip of land, situate as above. Sold £440. 

| By Messrs. Fuaner, Paice, & Furser. 

| Leasehold residence, No. 117, Camden-road, term 67 years unexpired, 
at £6 10s. annum. Sold £1,110, 

Leasehold residence, No. 115, Camden.road, let at £70 per annum, term 
and ground rent same as above, Sold £980. 

Leasehold business premises, No. 125, High Holborn, let at £265 per 
annum, term 58 years unexpired, at £50 per annum. Sold £3,770, 
Freehold, two residences, Nos. 1 and 2, Sussex-villas, Olarenco-r ad, 

Windsor, Berks. Sold £1,220. 
By Messrs. Hanos, Vauouan, & Leiroattp, 
Leasehold house and shop, No. 5, Pont-street, Belgrave-sq, let at £132 
byl annum, term 566 years from 1869, at £42 per annum. Sold 
1, 


0. 
Leasehold residence, known as Portland-house, New Cross, annual 
value £120, term 674 years from 1853, at £33 per auuum. Sold 


£500. 
Leasehold residence, No. 23, Guildford-road, Greenwich, annual value 
£28, term 99 years from 1859, at £3 perannum, Sold £200. 
Leasehold house, No. 4, Standard-terrace, Peldon-road, Greenwich, 
Fd Vy fe per annum, term 59 years from 1859, at £2 138. per annum. 


Freehold plot of building land, fronting Mount Harry-road, Sevenoaks. 
| Freehold pict of building land, fronting Bradbourne-park-road, Sevens 
oaks, £245. 
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Freehold residence R- Ag tt and land, kne 
wi arm . wn as 
“ Lockers,” Hemel Hempstead. Herts, and containing 8a lr 16p. Sold 


Bevery 1la Or Ip of pasture land, situate as above. Sold £1,510. 
old 188 3r hoe of arable land, and 2a Or 10p of woodland, situate 


Freeh: 
above. Sold £ 
or a Messrs. Baxer & Sons. 
Freehold business premises in New Park-street, Southwark. Sold £3,150. 
Freehold the White Bear Public-house, situate as above. Sold £1 460, 
By Mr. Franx Lewis. 

Leasehold improved oun rent of £10 per annum, a from p: 
—_ in Charles-street, St. Pancras, term 92 years from 1818, Bold 
£120 

Leasehold ground rent of £23 5s. 6d. ere we oj from No. 2, Gee- 
street, Somers-town, term 92 years from 1 d £135. 

Leasehold premises, Nos. 2 and 4, High-street, Seater: let at 
£90 eo annum, term 81 years from 1819, at £19 6s. per annum. 
Sold £695. 

Leasehold two houses, Nos. 3 and 4, William-street, Marylehone-lane, 
producing £96 per annum, term 99 years from 1777, at £5 10s, per 
annum. Sold £290. 

Leasehold interest in the Yorkshire Grey Public-house, London-street, 
Fitzroy-square, term 99 years from 1775, at £10 10s. and underlet for 
the whole term at £100 per annum. £220. 

Freehold house and premises, the ‘“‘ Ferry House,” Hampton, let at £15 
perannum. Sold £240. 

= ground rent ot £5 5s. per annum, arising from Nos. 20 to 22, 

street, Fitzroy-square. Sold £590, 
shold ground rent of £5 5s. per annum, arising from 20 to 24, Little 
*enaeeen Manchester-square, id £900. 

Freehold ground rent of £4 4s. per annum, arising from No. 25, Stan- 
ho yee Manchester-square. Sold £205, 

F mg oe: rent of £45 per annum, arising from No. 41, South- 
street, Manchester-square. Sold £940. 

Absolute reversionary interest (in 1886) to the freehold house and 
Shop, No. 42, South-street, Manchester-square. Sold £760. 

Freehold reversionary interest = — to Nos. 1 and 2, Thayer-street, 
Manchester-square, Sold £1, 

Freehold reversionary a ‘in. 1886) to No. 3, Thayer-street, Man- 
chester-square. Sold £72) 

Freehold ere, Jamel (in 1886) to No. 1, Charles-street, Man- 
chester-square. Sold £510. 

Freehold reversionary interest (in 1886) to No. 2, Charles-street, Man- 
chester-square. So 400. 

Pie a1 000 house, No. 10, Bell-yard, Temple-bar, let at £50 per annum. 

d 
ey Ho howse No. 11, Bell-yard, Temple-bar, let at £50 per annum. 
It 600. 
May 24.—By Messrs. FanEBRoTHer, Cuaak, & Co. 

Freehold residential estate, situate at Woking, Surrey, comprising a 
residence known as ‘“‘ Hoebridge Place,”’ with offices, gardens, orchard, 
and land, containing 48 acres. Sold £11,500, 

By Messrs. DepenHaM, TEwson & FARMER. 

Freehold estate known as ‘‘Ladham House,” Goudhurst, Kent, with 

| eo grounds, orchards, cottage, &c., containing 29a Ir 35p, Sold 


44,17 
By Mr. V. Buckianp, 

Freehold residence, outbu Idings, and grounds, containing la Ir 12p 

known as ‘* Waterhall House,” Mitcham. Sold £1,300, 
May 25.—By Mr. Warb. 

Leashold six houses, Nos. 7 to 12, Richmond-terrace, Clapham-road, 
producing £279 per annum, term 764 years from 1851, at £45 per an- 
num. Sod £2,610. 

Leasehold four houses, Nos. 3 to 6, Grummaul-road, Camberwell, annual 
value £130, term 99 years from 1866, at £21 128, per annnm. Sold 


£1,015. 
By Mr. J. BurForD. 

Freehold residence, known as Bleak House, Caterham, Surrey, let at 
£150 per annum. Sold £2,590. 

By Messrs. Canpy & Luckrn, 

Freehold tavern, known as the Prince of Wales, Lennox-road, Tolling- 
ton-park. Sold £1,900. 

By Messrs. Prickett & Son. 

Freehold the Me — public-house, Colney Hatch, let at £80 per 
annum. Sold £1,7 

by Recirt: Epwin Fox & Bousrietp. 

Six lots of £1,000 stock of the New River Company produced £6,030. 

A £100 new share (fully paid up), in the New, River Company, sold 
£200 ; five ditto (fully paid up), £195 each ; two ditto(fully paid u ), 
£196 "each ; two ditto (fully paid up), £195 each; — ditto (fully 
paid up), £196 each ; ten ditto (£20 per share paid up), £500; ten 
ditto (£20 paid up), ‘£500; ten ditto (£20 paid up), £500; ten ditto 
(£20 paid up), £500; ten ditto (£20 paid up), £500; ten ditto (£20 
ap) £500; eight ditto (£20 paid up), £440. 

th part, of gn undivided 36th share in the estates and interests of 
the New River, sold £1,950; 1-20th ditto, $1,950; 1-20th ditto, 
£1 19505 1-20th ditto, £1,960; 1-20th ditto, £1,960 ; 1-20th ditto, 
£1,950; 1-16th ditto, £2,560; 1-l6th ditto, £2,530; 1-16th ditto, 
£2'520; 1-16th ditto, £2,520; 1-16th ditto, £2,520; 1-16th ditto, 
£2,520; 1-16th ditto, £2,520; 1-16th ditto, £2,520; 1-20th ditto, 
£2,050; 1-20th ditto, £2 050 ; 1-20th ditto, £2,060; 1-30th = 
£1 470 3 1+20th ditto, £2,050; 1-20th ditto, £3 0505 1-20th di 
£2, 160; 1-20th ditto, £2,160; 1. 80th ditte, gi, 600, 

AT eAmewers COFFEE HOUSE. 
my 9,—By Mr. Larew. 

Leasehold three houses, Nos, 71, 73, and 74, Oakley-square, St. Pan- 
cras, any | £190 per annum, term 99 years from 1844, at £31 
perannum. Sold £1,900. 

May 24.—By Messrs. Hontan & Fatrarvte. 

Copyhold house, No. 25, a -street, Tottenham-court-road, let at £80 

per annum, Sold £1,2 
May 25.--By Mr, F. I, Saanr, 

Freehold three residences, Hes. 1 to 3, Plymouth-terrace, Devonashire- 

road, Forest-hill, Sold £2,290 








F 


Leasehold two residences, Nos. 9 at 10, Speldhu South 
ney, term £80 years from 1862, at £16 per annum. £535, 

Leasehold residence, No. 4, Handley- South Hackney, let at 
per annum, term 80 years from 1859, at £4 10s. per annum. 


EB 


Leasehold business premises, No. 1, Pleasant-row, U 
let at $30 per annum, term 17 years unexpired, at aye wee 


id 

Leasehold residence, No. 29, Moore-park-road, Fulham, annual value 
£40, term 903 years from 1866, at £7 10s. perannum. Sold £260. 

Leasehold, two houses, Nos. 30 and 31, Willow-walk, Bermendsey, pro- 
ducing £46 16s. per annum, term 70 years from 1843, at £7 10s. aor 
annum ; and three houses, Nos. 16 to 18, Brunswick-terrace, Lower 
road, Rotherithe, annual value, £83 4s., term 99 years from 1849, at 

per annum. Sold 745. 
By Messrs. Wispy & Mruzr. 

Leasehold public house, known as the Lord Ranelagh, Warwick-road, 
West Brompton, term 90 years, at £30 per annum. Sold £2,400, 
AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEE HOUSE. 

May 19.—By Mr. Mazsa. 

Freehold, the Church House Estate, in the parish of Flyford Flavel, 
Worcester, comprising a farm-house, buildings, ond 143a Or 20p, let 
at £200 per annum. Sold £5,050. 

Copyhold residence, vend 35, Percy-street, Bedford-square, let at £65 
per annum. Sold £1,000 

Leasehold residence, known as Hawthorn-cottage, Ed road, term 
86 years unexpired, at £14 14s. per annum. Sold d £310. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
DRUCE—On May 20, at Norfolk-villa, Twickenham-park, the wife of 
S. B. L. Druce, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
HOLLAND—On May 26, at 1, Sunnyside, Wimbledon, the wife of E. 
i Holland, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a 


SALMON On May 16, at Cardiff, the wife of Mr. George Salmon, Town 
Clerk, of a daughter. 

TROTTER—On May 23, at Weir-terrace, Bishop’s Auckland, the wife of 

William Dale Trotter, Esq., of a son. 
MARRIAGES, 

GODWIN—PALMER—On May 24, at East Garston, Berks, Henry 
Burke Godwin, solicitor, emg: ——- to Elizabeth, daughter of 
William Henry Palmer, Esq., of East Gars' 

PHARAZIN—GREENWOOD—On Feb. leat at Christ Church, Nelson, 
New Zealand, Wm. P » Esq., of Wellington, N.Z., 
law, to Frances, daughter of J. D. Greenwood, Esq., of Woedland 
House, Nelson. 

PHILPOTT—SIMMONDS—On May 19, at St. Paul’s, Herne-hill, John 
Amherst Philpott, solicitor, Cranbrook, to Fanny Louisa, eldest daugh= 
ter of Henry Simmonds, Aylesford House, Herne-hill. 

DEATHS. 

JEANNERET—On May 25, at No. 2, New-terrace, Camberwell-green, 

- Srederick Hewitt Jeanneret, Esq., solicitor, of No. 5, Dane’s-inn, 
Strand, aged 46. 

SHARPE—On May 20, No. 1, Highbury-terrace, William Sharpe, soli- 
citor, 41, Bedford-row, London, in his 66th year. 

SOUTHGATE—On May 20, Francis Southgate, Esq., of Gravesend, 
solicitor, in his 79th year. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


GAinding up of Joint-Stock Companies. 
Faipay, May 20, 1870. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 

Bristol Marine Insurance Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 2, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Thomas Barnes, of 6, Royal 
Insurance-buildings, Corn-street, Bristol. 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL, 

Clifford Amalgamated Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 14, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at 18, 
Thurloe-square, Brompton, on Monday, May 30, at 12. Affidavits 
intended to be used at the hearing in in copedttion to the petition must 
be filed at the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or before May 27; and 
notice thereof must, at the same time be given to the petitioner, his 
solicitor or agents. Robarts, Truro, solicitor for the petitioner ; 
Childs & Batten, Coleman-street, Agents. 

Tuxspar, May 24, 1870. 
UNLUMITeD In Ca ancery, 

Western Life Assurance Society.— Vice-Chancellor James has appointed 
Thursday, June 9 at 1, at his chambers, to settle the list of contribas 
tories. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Morgan's Patent Anchor Company (Limited).—Petition for windi 
presented May 16, directed to be heard before the Master of the 
pe — 4 Brooke & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, solicitors for the peti- 


- 5 Slate and Slab Company (Limited).—Petition for 
up, presented May 20, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
colton belize alins on June 3. Kimber & Ellis, Lombard-street, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 
Friendly Dorteties Dissolvev 
Faiwar, May 20, 1870. 
Bath City Robin Hood Lodge of Independent Modern Order of Foresters 
Society, Red Lion Inn, Kingsmead-street, Bath, 
May 18, 


— Friendly Society, Portisgate, Lianfynydd, Carmarthea, 
Union Benetit Sootety, Rabbit Tan, Laten, Bedford. May 18. 
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Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
TugspaY, May 24, 1870. 

Blackburn, Thos Alfred, Punderson-place, Bethnal-green, Fancy Box 
Manufacturer. May 30. Owens Blackburn, V.C. Stuart. Lowther 
& eg el Fenchurch-street. 

McKay, Donald, Belair, Jersey, ete July 2. Cockshoot, jun. » McKay. 
Registrar of Nsecohantes District 


Trehitors unBer 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, May 20, 1870. 
Bankhead, Chas, St James’s-st, Piccadilly, Esq. July 28. Paul & 
James, Exeter. 
Barnes, Susan, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Spinster. June 24, Barnes, 
Great Yarmouth. 
Beaumont, Hy, Gower-st, Bedford-sq, Esq. July 28. Clarke & Co 
Coleman-st. 
Birkby, Nathaniel, Pemberton, nr Wigan, Draper. July 1. Hamett, 
Wi 


igan. 

Blunt, Wm, Hemingford, Huntingdon, Farmer. June 17. Broughton 
& Wyman, Peterboro’ 

ea me Var oe , Copenhagen-st, Islington, Builder. July 1. Parker 


Bagels, Charlotte, Hull, York, Widow. June 26. Shaen & Roscoe, 
dford-row. 
Fitz-Gerald, Crofton, Exeter, Esq. June 18, Paul & James, Exeter. 
ae 9 Chins Overend, St Leonard’s, Sussex, Gent. Augi. Holden & 
ms, Hull, 
George, Robert, Gainsford-st, Southwark,Gent. June 13. Smith, Win- 
chester-bldgs, Gt Winchester-st. 
= Lpool, Licensed Victualler. July1. Deane & Bankes, 
pool. 
Herbert, Rev Hy Arthur, Staverton, Gloucester. June 24. Helps, 
Gloucester. 
lagen, Gaane, Soutiport, Lancaster, Book-keeper. June 24. Welsh, 
anch, 
Mathias, Daniel, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Carpenter. June 16. 
George, Cardigan. 
Pepwell, Thos, Wears-passage, Somers-town, Furniture Dealer. June 
24, Fox & Robinson, Gresham House, Old Broad-st. 
Ray, Lucy Anne, Artillery-row, Westminster, Widow. June 30, Dra- 
per, Vincent-sq, Westminster. 
Ray, Geo, Artillery-row, Westminster, Soda Water Manufacturer. June 
30. Draper, Vincent-sq, Westminster. 
Robins, Thos, Chedworth Castle, Gloucester, Yeoman. June 13. Mul- 
lings & Co, Cirencester. 


Russell, Wm, Greenhithe, Kent, Wheelwright. July 1. Colyer, Furni- ! 


val’s-inn. 

Saunders, John Erasmus, Glanrhydw,Carmarthen, Esq. July 16. Green, 
Carmarthen, 

Smith, Mary Anne, Reading, Berks, Spinster. July 1. Binsteed & 
Elliott, Portsmouth. 

Snowden, Joseph, Leeds, Dealer in Horses. Augl, Simpson, Leed . 

Sutclife, Benj, Wakefield, York, Grocer. Aug 1. Janson & Co, Wake- 
eld, 

Sympson, Rev Chas John, Kirby Misperton, York. July 1. Watson, 
Pickering. 

be mg John, Seaforth, near Lpool, Agent. July 1. Eaton & Son, 
pool 


Torrington, Owen, Boston, Lincoln, Gent. July 1. Staniland & Wigels- | 


worth, Boston. 
Tyson, J ‘ohn, Grasmere, Westmoreland, Gent. June 15. Heelis, Hawks- 
head, Windermere. 
Wetton, Champion, Joldwynds, nr Dorking, Surrey, Esq. July 1. 
Cowdell & Grundy, Budge-row. 
Whittlesey, Wm, Upwell, Norfolk, Builder. June 6. Ollard. 
Wilkinson, Richard, Nottingham, Hosier. July 1. Hogg, Nottingham. 
Wood, Eliz, Halifax, York, Widow. June 30. Perkington, Halifax. 
Tuxspay, May 24, 1870. 
Aldous, Wm, Gt Bath-st, Clerkenwell, Licensed Victualler. July 1. 
Stileman & Nexte, Southampton-st, bloomsbury-sq. 
Allen, Robert, Sheffield, York, Cutler. June 20. Taylor, Sheffield. 
Armitsted, Caroline, Ebury-st, Chester-sq, Widow. July 1. Helder & 
Kirkbank, Gray’s-inn-sq. 
Auckland, Right Rev Robert John, The Palace, Wells, Somerset, Baron. 
Aug 25. Lambert & Son, Bedford-row. 
—_ Sat, Kingston upon-Hull, Gent. June 15. Colbeck & Thomp- 
mn, 5 
Conway, Chas, Pontnewydd, Monmouth, Tinplate Manufacturer. June 
24. Cooke & Sons, Bristol. 
Cooke, Mary Ann, Norfolk-sq, Hyde-park, Widow. July 15. Brooks & 
Co, Doctors’-commons. 
Dill, John Jacob Michael, Bath, Gent, July 7. Stone & Co, Bath. 
Erle, Rev Walter, Gillingham, Dorset. J uly 16, Bell & Fream, Gilling- 
am. 
Gardiner, Thos, Strand, Hotel Keeper. July 20. Gardiner, Uxbridge. 
= _ Marsh, Halifax, York, Gent. June 30. Sutcliffe, Hebden 
ri 
Hammond, Joshua, Handsworth, Stafford,Surveyor. June 30. Sanders 
Hay mith, Biem Hy, W k 
yden, Wm Hy, Warwic Music Publisher. July 1. Terrell 
ee Basinghall-s .” é _ 
ewens, Nicholas Joseph, He es, Middlesex, Veterinary Su n. Jul, 
20. Gardiner, Uxbridge. — é =p a 
Hobson, Jonathan Hinchiiffe, Shelley, Kirkburtcn, York, Corn Miller, 
July 1. Kidd & Co, Holmfirth. 
Morse, Hy, Newnham, Gloucester, Butcher. July 1. Wintle & Maule 
Newnham. ¥ 
Oates, Ann, Great Fencote, York, Widow. June 25. Fryer, West Har- 


— Sarah Ann, Broomfield, Essex, Spinster. June 20. Bell, Chelms- 
Shrubb, Jane Sarah, Bath, Spinster. July 20. Gardiner, Uxbridge. 











Snooke, Hargood, Portsea, Southampton, Attorney-at-Law, July 1, 
Hellard & Son, Portsmouth. 

Soutter, Moates, Oakley-st, Chelsea, Esq. July 11. Waltons 

i & Oo, Gt Wi "3 


inchester-s' 
» Horton, Surrey, Farmer. July 1, Michael, Gresham-bldgs, 


l-st. 

Tull, Eliz Greatwood, Sudbury, Middlesex, Widow. June30. Kings- 
ford & Dorman est, Strand. 

— Jane, Saint Just, tag heniae Widow. June 20. Tyrthall, Pen- 


Wetton, Champion, Joldwynds, nr Dorking, Surrey, Esq. July}. Cow- 
dell & Grandy, Bedford-row. 
Wheatley, Robert, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cart Proprietor. Sept 1. 
Ingledew & Daggett, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Teaeer, Soha, Apperley, Gloucester, Esq. Jaly 23. Cunliffe & Leaf, 
inch. 
GSankrupls 
Fripay, May 20, 1870. 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Burton, Ephraim, Rendlesham-rd, Lower Clapton, Builler. Pet May 
17. Murray. June 6 at 11. 
Edwards, Chas, Hackney-rd, Fruiterer, Pet May 19. Murray. June 


lat)l. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Allen, John, Swaffham, _— Fishmonger. Pet May 17. Partridge. 
King’s Lynn, May 31 at 1 
— capers fy Ely, beieaions Miller. Pet May 17. Eaden. Cambridge. 
‘ay 31 at 
Carter, John, Clayton-le-Moors, Lancashire, Manufacturer. Pet May 
16. Bolton. Blackburn, June 1 at 11. 
Cash, Ebenezer Wm, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford, Corn Dealer. Pet 
May 16. Hubbersty. Burton-upon-Trent, June 2at 11. 
Reeves, John, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler, Pet May 19 
Jones, Bangor, June 13 at 3. 
Richardson, Joseph, Boston, Lincoln, Currier. Pet May 14. Staniland. 
Boston, June 2. 
Whitehead, Wm Edwd, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Pawnbroker. 
Pet May 1]. Hall. ’Ashton- under-Lyne, June 3 at Ll. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Walters, Emily, (sued as Anne Walters), Prisoner for Debt, Lpool. Pet 
Feb 18. Lpool, May 27 at 3. Nordon, Lpool. 
Turspay May 24, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Bennett, Wm, jun, Queen’s-rd, Peckham, Dealer in Bricks, Pet May 
19, Roche. June 8 at 11. 
Horne, Horace, Upper Bedford-p1, Rusell-sq. Pet May 17. Spring-Rice. 
June 10 at 11.30. 
Marchant, Nathaniel Chas, New North-rd, Hoxton, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet May 21. Murray. June 6 at 12. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Arnoll, Wm Hy, Barnstaple, Devon, Baker. Pet|May 21. Bencraft. 
Barnstaple, June 11 at 2. 
Brockwell, John, Gt Farthingloe, Dover, Kent, Farmer. Pet May 21. 
Callaway. Canterbury, June 8 at 2. 
Cain, Chas Wm, Halifax, Yorks, Watchmaker. Pet May 19. Rankin. 
Halifax, June 3 at 10. 
Cantle, Wm, Newport, Monmouth, Shipowner. Pet May!7. Roberts. 
Newport, June 21 at 2. 
Cotchin, Wm, Luton, Beds, Corn Factor. Pet May 17. Austin. Luton. 
June 4 at 1 
Harrison, Agnes, <9 gi Forest-hill, Draper. Pet May 20. Bishop. 
Greenwich, June 6 at 


Johnson, Jas, Folkestone, ‘ont, Innkeeper. Pet May 16. Callaway. 


Canterbury, June 8 at 2 

Lansdell, John Geo, New Buckenham, Norfolk, York, Butcher. Pet May 
19. Palmer, Norwich, June 6 at 2. 

Marston, Aaron, Kidderminster, Worcester. Grocer. Pet May 19. 
Talbot. Kidderminster, June 4 at 11. 

Moore, Jas, Colchester, Essex, Billiard Room Keeper. Pet May 19. 
Barnes. Colchester, June 6 at 10. 
Morrison, Lipman Louis, Jacob Myers, & Thos Wm Edmondson, Leeds, 
Hat Manutacturers. Pet May 19. Marshall. Leeds, June 16 at 11. 
Nixon, Isaac, Southwick-lane, Beiues, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet May 18. 
Ellis. Sunderland, June 3 at 11. 

Rochford, John, Bristol, Licensed Victualler, Pet May 19, Harley. 
Bristol, June 9 at 12. 

Roe, Wm, Bolton, Lancashire, Brewer. Pet May 19. Holden. Bolton, 
June 4 at 10. 

Stapley, Hy, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Architect. Pet May 20. Walker. 
Tunbridge Wells, June 6 at 3. 

Stephens, Simeon Hext, Ilminster. So: + oc out of business. Pet May 
21. Meyler. Taunton, June 10 at 1 

Wetmore, Geo Osborne, & Thos Philip Wetmore, Bristol, Wine Mer- 
chants. Pet May 20. Harley. Bristol, June Y at 2. 

Willoughby, David, Forest-hill, Kent, Grocer. Pet May 20. Bishop. 
Greenwich, June 6 at 1, 

Wyche, Thos, & Hy John Bryan, Groniens, Lincoln, Millers. Pet May 
14, Gaches. Peterborough, June 4 at 2. 

Young, Geo. Pet May 21. Wilson, Salisbury, June 4 at 11. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrpar, May 20, 1870. 


Clarke, Edwd, Mauch, Innkeeper. May 6. 
Holmes, Joseph, Hollins, Collinwood, nr Oldham, Lancashire, Tailor. 


May 
Sykes, Ephraim, Huddersfield, York, Cotton Warp Manufactarer. 
y 17. 
Toolley, Geo, Walmer-crescent, Notting-hill, Builder. May 19. 





